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ABSTRACT 
 
The issue of high school reform has received national attention during the first 
part of the 21st century.  One idea brought forth in this restructuring effort has been the 
desire to create high schools with smaller student populations.  However, in an era of 
tight budgets, where resources are not always available to build more schools, educators 
have explored the possibility of dividing existing large high schools into smaller units.  
This restructuring approach has many titles, but is frequently referred to as a Smaller 
Learning Community (SLC).  Since 2000, the federal government has pledged $245 
million to schools willing to create SLCs.  This research has studied the schools in 
Florida that have received the federal implementation grant and have established SLCs.  
The 39 Florida high schools that were awarded the federal grant in 2000, 2001, and 2002 
served as the population for this study.  
Twenty schools in the population completed a 45-item survey which measured 
implementation of five key SLC elements:(a) accountability, (b) autonomy, (c) identity, 
(d) instructional focus, and (e) personalization.  Based on the survey results, an 
implementation score was determined for each participating school.  Based on 5-point 
Likert scale (with a not applicable option) for the 35 questions that pertained to the five 
elements, a total score of 175 was the maximum amount possible.  Individual responding 
school scores ranged from 104.7 - 157.1.  The overall implementation score was also 
correlated with selected school indicators.  Survey respondents also provided rationale for 
the implementation of SLCs and perceived benefits to students, teachers, and parents.  In 
 iv
general, the survey respondents agreed that SLCs at their schools addressed the five key 
elements.  The implementation scores and teacher comments, however, provided 
evidence that the levels of implementation of SLCs across the state varied in terms of the 
elements.  Suggestions for future research and educational practices are provided 
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CHAPTER 1    
PROBLEM STATEMENT AND DESIGN COMPONENTS 
 
 
Introduction 
This study was designed to measure the level of implementation of smaller 
learning communities (SLCs) in Florida’s high schools.  The level of implementation was 
determined by addressing the five key elements identified by Cotton in New Small 
Learning Communities: Findings from Recent Literature (2001).  These elements are: 
accountability, autonomy, identity, instructional focus and personalization.   
Schools in Florida that have operated under the United States Department of 
Education’s SLC implementation grant for at least one complete school year were 
considered the population for this study.  The principals of the 39 high schools in Florida 
that met this requirement were asked to complete a questionnaire that measured the level 
of implementation of five key elements in their schools.  Additionally, each of the 
principals was asked to select other staff members to complete an identical survey.  
Based on the responses to the survey questions, an implementation score was calculated 
for each school.  This score was then compared to other school data to determine if any 
relationship existed between the level of implementation and selected school performance 
data. This chapter provides an introduction to the study.  
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General Background of the Study 
Many of the nation’s high schools have been plagued by violence, bullying, 
vandalism, gang activity, poor attendance, low teacher morale, and an inability to attract 
and retain strong principals.  Despite these tough circumstances, some researchers have 
concluded that changing high schools will be a challenge.  One such researcher, Noguera 
(2004), noted that high schools are “steeped in tradition and dependent on practices that 
have long outlived their usefulness” (p. 26).   
When reviewing the literature regarding high schools, Noguera (2004) noted five 
themes that emerged regarding the problem of reform efforts.  The organizational flaws 
of fragmentation and lack of a coherent message and mission have hindered the change 
process.  The school curriculum has been more focused on covering a multitude of topics 
without rigor or connection to other disciplines.  The third theme to appear was the 
reliance on the lecture format for delivery of instruction without assuring mastery 
(Cohen, 2001).  Feelings of student alienation and boredom, coupled with poor relations 
between the students and the adults, have also contributed to the lack of reform.  The 
final theme to appear related to the large size of many high schools and their inability to 
meet students’ emotional needs. Educational researchers have agreed that high schools 
are in need of reform, but can relate few examples of schools that have undergone a 
transformation.  
Some have argued that the size is a key deterrent to many of the problems that 
plague 21st century high schools (Ark, 2002; Cushman, 1999; Duke & Trautvetter, 2001).  
The size of the physical plant together with the number of students, administrators, and 
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staff assigned to the school has become so large that students often feel anonymous and 
teachers feel isolated (Hendrie, 2004).  As a result, students are able to leave campus 
unnoticed and drugs, intruders, and violence enter the campus with disturbing ease.  
Additionally, teachers leave the profession in search of more collegiality (Klonsky & 
Klonsky, 1999).  Parents and community members feel threatened by the school’s size, 
and reminisce about a school where people knew their name.  Educators across the 
county have found that creating smaller learning communities in a large high school can 
reduce some of these negative trends (Owen, Cooper & Brown, 2002; Wasley, 2002).  
This research was designed to examine the use of this model in the state of Florida.  
A total of 39 high schools in Florida have received federal grant assistance to 
implement this reform effort through the Smaller Learning Communities program.  The 
schools represented 11 of the state’s 67 school districts.  The student population of the 
respective schools ranged from a high of nearly 5,000 students to a low of just under 
1,000.  Of the 39 schools, all but 2 were traditional public high schools.  Only three 
schools in the population were the lone district representatives operating under the SLC 
grant.  Of the remaining eight districts, all had at least two schools who received the 
grant.  Eight was the highest number of schools within a single district to operate under a 
SLC model.  The total amount of money appropriated for this reform effort to the state of 
Florida by the federal government during the 2000, 2001, and 2002 fiscal years was 
almost $17.5 million.  The largest amount awarded to one school district was $2.5 million 
with awards to individual schools of approximately $500,000 to be distributed over a 3 
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year period.  The total amount of the implementation grant was to be paid over a 3-year 
period beginning with the initial year the initial grant was awarded.   
 
Statement of the Problem 
In an attempt to positively impact student achievement and to return a sense of 
personalization to large high schools, educational leaders have investigated the possibility 
of creating smaller learning communities.  This research study sought to identify the level 
of implementation of schools already using this model with regard to the five key 
elements addressed by Cotton (2001).  The five elements are: (a) accountability, (b) 
autonomy, (c) identity, (d) instructional focus, and (e) personalization.  The problem 
addressed in this investigation was “What is the level of implementation of smaller 
learning communities in Florida’s high schools that were awarded the federal 
implementation grant in 2000, 2001 and 2002?” 
 
Purpose of the Study 
The main objective of this research study was to identify the level of 
implementation of the SLC model in Florida’s high schools.  The desired outcome of this 
investigation was to produce information for educational leaders, legislators, and other 
decision-makers regarding the implementation of SLCs.  As the federal government, 
private organizations, schools, and school systems have invested considerable money and 
time on this restructuring effort, it was important to consider relevant data to evaluate the 
concept of SLCs.  
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Definition of Terms 
A working knowledge of the following terms will assist in the understanding of 
this research study.   
Absent more than 21 days: The percentage of students from the total enrollment 
who were absent 21 or more days during the school year. 
Accountability: One of the key elements where smaller learning communities 
maintain as much control as reasonable over space, schedule, budget, curriculum, 
instruction and personnel (Cotton, 2001).  
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): Part of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
(NCLB) which measures the progress of all public school students in meeting the State’s 
academic achievement standard in the subjects of reading, writing mathematics and high 
school graduation.  This achievement is measured using the performance and 
participation of various subgroups based on race or ethnicity, socioeconomic status, 
disability, and English proficiency.  These performance and participation standards 
measure the number of students tested, proficiency in reading and math, increase in 
writing performance, and reducing the percentage of students considered non-proficient. 
American College Test (ACT): The composite score for students tested on the 
American College Test, an aptitude test widely used for college placement and admission 
purposes. 
AYP Populations: NCLB legislation mandates that states monitor the growth of 
the following identified groups to determine if a school has met AYP: White, African-
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American, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, economically disadvantaged, Limited 
English Proficient (LEP) and Students With Disabilities (SWD).  
AYP Report: Produced annually by the Florida Department of Education to report 
the percentage of each identified population in the areas of: (a) total number tested, (b) 
reading at or above grade level, (c) at or above grade level in math, (d) improved 
performance in writing, (e) increased graduation rate and (f) students not on grade level 
that improved reading and math scores from the previous years’ test. 
Autonomy: One of the key elements of SLC where students demonstrate progress 
on state, local and school wide assessments as well as progress toward established SLC 
goals (Cotton, 2001).  
Career Academy: A school-within-a-school that focuses on a broad occupational 
area where the curriculum directs students’ attention to the application of school-based 
learning by including work-based learning experiences.   
Career clusters: Identified group of academic and technical skills needed by 
students as they transition from high school to postsecondary education or employment.  
Disabilities: The percentage of students from the October membership count with 
a primary exceptionality who are classified as having mild, moderate, and/or severe 
disabilities. 
Drop-out Rate: The percentage calculated by dividing (a) the number of students 
in grades 9-12 for whom a dropout withdrawal reason was reported by (b) the year's total 
enrollment for grades 9-12. 
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Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT): A criterion referenced test 
mandated in the state of Florida to be administered to all students in grades three through 
ten covering the areas of reading, writing and mathematics.  For purposes of this study, 
the school average score for the 9th and 10th grade Reading and Mathematics Sunshine 
State Standards sections are recorded.  
Florida School Indicators Report: Produced each school year by the Department 
of Education that reports school performance on a variety of indicators.  For this research 
study, data from this report were considered: 
Graduation Rate: The percentage of students who have graduated within four 
years of entering ninth grade for the first time.  Students who transfer out of the school or 
district to attend school elsewhere or to enroll in an adult-education program are removed 
from the group of students (cohort) tracked.  A graduate is defined as a student who 
receives a standard diploma, a special diploma, or a diploma awarded after successful 
completion of the GED examination.  Certificate recipients are not included. 
Incidents of Crime and Violence: The total number of incidents occurring on 
school grounds, on school transportation, or at school-sponsored events and reported by 
the school district as incidents for purposes of data collection.  Incidents are reported for 
the following categories: violent acts against persons; possession of alcohol, tobacco, and 
other drugs; property offenses; fighting and harassment; weapons possession; other 
nonviolent offenses and disorderly conduct; and totals. 
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Identity: One of the key elements of SLC where the community of adults and 
students within each SLC has established goals that drive all decisions and create 
conditions unique to each SLC (Cotton, 2001).  
Instructional Focus: One of the key elements where each SLC emphasizes the 
importance of instruction geared toward improved academic achievement for all students 
(Cotton, 2001).  
Magnet school: Usually has an academic specialization focus and typically draws 
students from the entire school district.  
No Child Left Behind Act: Federal legislation passed in 2001 that has four basic 
education reform principals: stronger accountability for results, increased flexibility and 
local control, expanded options for parents, and emphasis on teaching methods that have 
been proven to work.  
Personalization: One of the key elements where the SLC implements strategies 
that take advantage of downsized environments and facilitate all students being known 
well (Cotton, 2001).  
Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT): The mean score for students tested on the 
Scholastic Assessment Test, a national aptitude test widely used for college placement 
and admission purposes. 
School Public Accountability Report (SPAR): A school report card required by 
Federal law that provides a summary of data related to each public school in Florida.  
School Staff: The staff composition by category: total number of school staff, 
percentage of instructional staff, administrative staff, and support staff. 
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School-within-a-school (SWAS): Operates within a larger “host” school with its 
own self-selected personnel and programs and can either be the only SWAS or one of 
many.  
Smaller High School Learning Communities Grant: Sponsored by the United 
States Department of Education’s Office of Vocational and Adult Education to support 
projects to place students in smaller learning communities based on student/parent choice 
or through random assignment.  
Smaller Learning Community (SLC): Any separately defined, individualized 
learning unit within a larger school setting where students and teachers are scheduled 
together and have a common area of the school in which to hold most or all of their 
classes.  
Stability Rate: The percentage of students from the October membership count 
who are still present in the second semester (February count). 
Student Membership: The total number of students in school as measured during 
the fall survey period in October; also known as fall membership. 
Teachers – Average Years of Experience: The average number of years of 
teaching experience for teachers at the school.  Both in-state and out-of-state experience 
is counted. 
Assumptions 
1. Florida high schools that have adopted a SLC structure would perform at 
higher levels than the state average on a variety of indicators.   
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2. The absence of one of the identified key elements would negatively impact the 
effectiveness of the SLC.   
3. The survey questions were appropriate to accurately measure the key elements 
under consideration.  
4. The unique design of a school’s SLC plan would not impact the ability to 
compare that school to others in the population.  
5. Florida schools using the SLC model were similar to other high schools in the 
nation using the same model.  
 
Delimitations and Limitations 
1. Only high schools in Florida that received the Federal SLC grant were 
considered to be part of the statistical population.  
2. The NCLB data of AYP being considered was primarily influenced by 
students in the ninth and tenth grades.  
3. Comparisons of standardized test scores from previous years required the 
analysis of two different groups of students.  
4. Data for sub-populations with less than 30 students were not reported in 
NCLB measures of AYP.  
5. The scope of the survey was limited to the number of selected school officials 
in the sample willing to participate in completing the survey.  
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Significance of the Study 
More than one researcher over the past decade has concluded that problems exist 
in 21st century high schools (Cushman, 1999; Duke & Trautvetter, 2001; George & 
McEwin, 1999; Meier, 1996).  These troubles ranged from bullying and violence to low 
teacher morale and the inability to attract strong principals (Cohen, 2001).  Attempts to 
correct some of these deficiencies were blocked by a number of factors.  Noguera (2004) 
recognized the role that organizational flaws, a disconnected curriculum, and outdated 
pedagogical methods play in stopping high school reform.  The creation of Smaller 
Learning Community (SLC) was a reform effort that many high schools across the 
country implemented in hopes of reversing these negative trends.  The hope was that a 
more personalized learning environment would be created and lead to improved student-
teacher relationships and higher student achievement levels (Noguera, 2004).  By 
focusing exclusively on high schools in Florida, it was anticipated that this study would 
enable some conclusions to be drawn based on those schools who have received Federal 
assistance in this reform effort.  
 
Conceptual Framework 
Between 1940 and 1990, the total number of elementary and secondary schools 
declined 69%.  During this same time period, the population of the United States 
increased by 70%.  As a result, the average school enrollment increased more than five 
times. 
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Ironically, during this same time period the number of school districts decreased.  
The 117,108 school districts that existed in 1940 decreased to 15,367 by 1990.  This 
decrease represented an 87% decline in the number of school districts (Walberg & 
Walberg, 1994).  At the beginning of the 21st century, high schools with enrollments of 
2,000 and 3,000 were not uncommon in urban and suburban settings.  
As school populations continued to increase, education professionals investigated 
methods to create smaller learning environments within existing schools.  Cotton (2001) 
conducted considerable research on this topic and defined some of the terms used in this 
debate.  In her study, Cotton explained that small schools can take on a variety of forms 
and shapes.  A Smaller Learning Community (SLC) may be achieved by building a 
separate school or adopting one of many school-within-a-school models.  The goal of any 
school, Cotton (2001) argued, was to create a SLC that does not exceed 400 students.  
For the purpose of this research study, SLC will be used to refer to any method used to 
create “smallness” in large high schools.  
To offer incentives to encourage the creation of small schools and SLCs, the Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation invested more than $650 million in grants.  These efforts 
have led to the creation of 640 new small high schools and the redesign of 460 existing 
large high schools (Hendrie, 2004).  The Executive Director of this foundation, Tom 
Vander Ark, argued that “If we replace anonymity with community, sorting with support, 
and bureaucracy with autonomy, we can create systems of schools that truly help all 
students achieve” (Ark, 2002, p. 4).   
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Despite the influx of money, the Gates Foundation leadership understood that 
small size alone was not the answer.  Hendrie (2004) concluded that structural 
innovations must be coupled with instructional changes.  Ark (2002) concurred as he 
explained that it was difficult to create good small schools.  Further, he concluded that 
small schools were not the answer to all concerns facing America’s high schools.  
Instead, he saw this reform effort as a platform to student success.  Under his leadership 
in this area, the Gates Foundation lobbied for the new “three R’s”: rigor, relevance, and 
relationships (Hendrie, 2004).  
To help large high schools and school districts make schools smaller, the United 
States Congress appropriated $45 million in the fiscal year 2000 Appropriations Act.  
This money was to be dispersed by the Department of Education to fund Section 10105 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  This section of the Act, entitled the 
Smaller Learning Communities program, was designed to help local education agencies 
(LEAs) plan, develop, implement or expand smaller, more personalized learning 
communities in large high schools.  During the first year of the program, $42.3 million 
was awarded to support 149 grants that impacted 349 schools and 450,000 students 
(United States Department of Education, 2001).  
The amount of money appropriated to this cause at the federal level increased 
from $45 million annually in fiscal year 2000 to $174 million in 2004.  Since its 
inception in 2000, this federal grant program funded 542 grants worth nearly $275 
million to hundreds of districts around the country.  This grant money was made 
available to districts and schools willing to create smaller learning communities in high 
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schools with student populations of at least 1,000 (Hendrie, 2004).  The money was used 
to support projects to place students in smaller learning communities based on 
student/parent choice or through random assignment.  One-year planning grants were 
awarded to schools and districts for the purpose of creating a design for implementation 
of SLCs.  When the implementation plan was approved, a grant of much larger monetary 
value was awarded for 3 years.  At the end of the third year, full implementation of SLC 
was expected (Wasley & Lear, 2001). 
The money awarded by the federal government was required to be used only for 
activities related to the implementation of a plan to establish smaller learning 
communities in high schools.  The money from the SLC grant was also combined with 
other federal initiatives.  The overriding nature of the plan was to improve student 
achievement for all students enrolled in the school (United States Department of 
Education, 2001).  In the state of Florida, educators in 11 school districts applied for and 
received the Federal government’s SLC implementation grant.  As a result, a total of 39 
Florida high schools in the 11 districts attempted to create smaller learning communities 
within existing schools.  With the exception of two schools, these were traditional public 
high schools that represented a cross-section of the state’s demographics.   
The influx of money into the small schools initiative by the Gates Foundation and 
the U.S. Department of Education forced some to question the schools’ motive for 
change.  Hendrie (2004) concluded that schools would abandon this effort when the 
money was no longer available.  She further questioned the sufficiency of teachers and 
administrators trained in this model to ensure its long-term success.  
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Some have argued that the reason for the smaller learning communities had more 
to do with economics than education.  The Maple River Education Coalition cited the 
case of St. Paul, Minnesota.  It was the Coalition’s contention that St. Paul went to SLCs 
in an effort to force students in narrow job training instead of offering a broad, 
knowledge-based education (Smaller Learning Communities, 2001).   
Researchers also concluded that size is not the only factor that contributed to high 
school student achievement.  In his work with high schools in the California city of 
Berkley, Noguera confronted what many believed were “insurmountable problems” 
(Noguera, 2002, p. 61).  He took this challenge and began searching for schools, in other 
parts of the country, which were comparable to those in Berkley but had been recognized 
for high student achievement.  The successful schools that he discovered shared two 
common characteristics.  One was that all students, regardless of racial background or 
socio-economic status, were succeeding.  The second characteristic was that these 
achieving schools were small and allowed students to develop strong attachments to their 
teachers (Noguera, 2002).  
 
Research Questions 
The following research questions guided this study: 
1. To what extent have the high schools in Florida that were awarded federal 
smaller learning communities grants in 2000, 2001 and 2002 implemented 
Cotton’s five key elements: (a) accountability, (b) autonomy, (c) identity, (d) 
instructional focus and (e) personalization?  
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2. Is there a relationship between the level of school implementation of Cotton’s 
five key elements with select school indicators (i.e., percentage of students 
with an absentee rate above 21 days, percentages of dropouts and graduates, 
total incidents of crime and violence, percent of students assigned both in-
school and out-of-school suspensions, and average ACT, SAT, and FCAT 
scores)?  
3. What are the most common examples of smaller learning communities’ 
models in use in Florida? 
4. What was the school leaders’ reason or rationale for implementing smaller 
learning communities? 
5. What benefits for students, teachers, and parents accrue from smaller learning 
communities as perceived by the faculty and administration? 
 
Design of the Study 
The population to be studied in this sample was the faculty, administration and 
students in Florida high schools that had been operating under an SLC grant from the 
United States Department of Education for at least one complete school year.  Using 
information obtained from the United States Department of Education (2004), it was 
determined that 39 Florida high schools in 11 school districts met the parameters set by 
the researcher.  
Once identified, inquiries were made regarding the procedure in place to request 
permission to conduct research in each school district.  Once district permission was 
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granted, the principals of the 39 schools were solicited for help in distributing and 
collecting the completed questionnaires.   
At each school, the principal, project director, teachers and other faculty involved 
in this reform effort were given the opportunity to respond to a questionnaire designed to 
measure school compliance on key SLC elements: (a) accountability, (b) autonomy, (c) 
identity, (d) instructional focus and (e) personalization.  The number of participants 
involved ranged from 5 to 12 at the surveyed schools.  Questions were developed by the 
researcher to address each of the five key areas and were grounded in the research of 
Cotton (2001).  
Based on the responses, an implementation score was calculated for each 
participating school.  After a score was determined by averaging the responses to items 
that measured each of the key elements, attempts were made to correlate this score to 
specific school data.  These data were obtained from the No Child Left Behind Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP) data and the Florida School Public Accountability Report 
(SPAR).  For purposes of comparison, schools in the population were divided into three 
groups based on the number of years of implementation.  Additionally, the schools were 
compared based on specific structural types used to divide students into smaller units.  
 
Organization of the Dissertation 
This dissertation is divided into five chapters.  Chapter 1 offered the reader an 
overview of this research project, as well as the need for considering this particular 
reform model.  Chapter 2 provides a synopsis of the relevant research on the topic of 
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smaller learning communities.  A balanced view of the topic was stressed.  Chapter 3 
focuses on the design of the study and offers a description of the methodology.  
Additionally, relevant statistical operations are discussed along with the procedures used 
to analyze and collect the data.  A detailed analysis of the results is the subject of Chapter 
4.  Chapter 5 focuses on an interpretation of the data collected.  Conclusions are linked to 
relevant literature and research in the field, and recommendations are made for further 
research in this area. 
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CHAPTER 2    
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
 
Introduction 
As groups such as the American Diploma project charged that high school 
graduates were lacking the prerequisite skills needed to exceed in college or the 
workplace, it was time for the educational establishment to take notice (Black, 2004).  In 
his research, Hendrie (2004) concluded that high schools have been more effective at 
sorting students into academic tracks than at educating all their students.  Statements like 
these spawned reform movements in high schools across the country.   
With the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), schools were 
faced with the challenge of meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  In Florida, AYP 
data have been combined with the school grade earned under the state’s A+ Plan, school 
annual learning targets, and a measure that linked dollars spent with student achievement.  
The learning targets established proficiency levels for both reading and mathematics 
based on student performance on the state mandated FCAT.  Achievement levels on this 
test ranged from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest) with level 3 considered as proficient.  For the 
2003-04 school year, reading proficiency was established as having at least 31% of the 
students score level 3.  Mathematics proficiency was defined as having at least 38% of 
students achieving at a level 3 status.  Proficiency levels were to increase by an average 
of 16% every other school year.  Using these proficiency levels, it was determined if a 
school was eligible to be designated as “highly effective and efficient” or as not meeting 
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adequate yearly progress.  Title I schools that did not meet this criteria for 2 years were 
required to allow their students to transfer to any other public school in the district.  In 
Florida, the goal of the NCLB legislation was for 100% of the students to score level 3 on 
the FCAT reading and mathematics sections by the 2013-14 school year.   
This new legislative mandate forced schools to consider additional reform efforts 
that were likely to increase student achievement and staff performance.  Additionally, 
schools were forced to consider what organizational structures were in place that may 
hinder all students from achieving at their highest levels (Florida Department of 
Education, 2003).  Across the country, school systems began to accept the notion that 
“less may be more.”  In the New York City school system, with a student population of 
1.1 million students, school leaders closed the city’s lowest performing schools and 
replaced them with small schools.  As of 2004, the total number of small schools in that 
district exceeded 100 schools (Hendrie, 2004).  Other school districts in the Midwest and 
California adopted strategies to create small high schools and learning communities.  In 
Baltimore and Boston, the emphasis was placed on opening new small high schools and 
reorganizing existing ones (Hendrie, 2004)  
This literature review is intended to provide insight into this educational trend of 
creating small learning environments.  The strengths and weaknesses of this reform 
model, as well as the need for high schools to consider new models of organization, are 
addressed.  Also included in this review are case studies of schools around the country 
that have implemented smaller learning communities.  Lastly, Hampel’s (2002) related to 
five key elements integral to successful smaller learning communities is presented. 
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The Loss of Community:  Large vs. Small Schools 
Until the late 1970s, small high schools in the United States were seen more as the 
problem than the solution.  Over the period of several decades, the “one room school 
house” was replaced by larger schools.  By the beginning of the 21st century, 50 years 
after school districts adopted the policy of consolidation, 53% of American high schools 
had student populations in the 500–2,500 range and enrolled 84% of the nation’s 
students.  In fact, 70% of school aged students were enrolled in only 200 of the nation’s 
15,000 school districts (Hampel, 2002).   
The reasons for this shift towards larger high schools were varied.  Hampel (2002) 
brought forth five reasons, gathered from several sources, as to why small schools across 
the country were either closed or consolidated.  First, was the notion that students needed 
to be separated by ability and age.  Many high schools created two distinct courses of 
study that steered students toward college or the work force.  Small schools, it was 
argued, would not be able to accomplish this task.  Second, small schools could not offer 
students the wealth of vocational course offerings available to students in large schools.  
The third reason was the belief that the better teachers and administrators would be drawn 
to the larger schools to reap the benefits of larger salaries, more professional support, and 
“liberation from constant surveillance” (p. 2).  The fourth argument was the belief that 
small schools were not progressive and employed outdated pedagogical strategies.  The 
belief that the only learning that took place in a school was in the individual classroom 
led to the fifth argument for large schools.  Educators felt that as long as the number of 
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students in a high school academic classroom did not exceed 30, the overall size of the 
school was irrelevant.   
In his research, Burke (2004), Director of Career and Technology Education for 
Montgomery County Public Schools in Rockville, MD, concluded that American high 
schools were large and impersonal.  As evidence of this, he cited statistics that 
approximately 70% of high schools had more than 1,000 students and nearly 50% have 
more than 1,500.  He concluded that this large size led to feelings of isolation, apathy and 
alienation.   
The increased population, associated with negative feelings towards large high 
schools, inspired the creation of smaller learning communities in this Maryland district.  
For the first phase of reform, organizing the school into career clusters was an important 
initial step.  Once organized, classroom teachers use a themed approach to bring rigor and 
relevance to their curriculum (Burke, 2004).   
One casualty of these larger high schools was the loss of community.  Leonard, 
Leonard, and Sackney (2001) reported that at all levels of the educational continual 
community was an essential component of the quality school.  While this can be 
accomplished in many ways, the ultimate goal was for adults at the high school to have 
relationships with students and parents that were enduring and strong (Wasley & Lear, 
2001).  These relationships led to students’ feeling a sense of affiliation with the other 
students and the teacher.  The smaller school population allowed for the student and 
teacher to come to know and care about each other and for the teacher to take an active 
interest in the students’ learning and well being (Cotton, 2001).   
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To bring back this sense of community, schools moved toward the creation of 
smaller learning communities (SLCs).  These SLCs developed in various shapes and 
sizes with names ranging from “autonomous small school” to “pilot school.”  In some 
instances, this SLC was a separate school with a distinctive focus.  In other cases, the 
SLC took on the model of a school-within-a-school, operating within an existing large 
high school.  However accomplished, the goal was to create “smallness” out of 
“largeness” and to return a sense of community to the school (Cotton, 2001).   
Realizing the expense involved in building a series of small schools, researchers 
advocated for the creation of several autonomous, small, schools-within-a-school that 
share the same building.  Researchers found that less populated high schools had: (a) 
higher attendance rates and lower drop out rates, (b) students had higher grade point 
averages and test scores, and (c) students and teachers report greater satisfaction with the 
overall school experience (Ark, 2002; Hampel, 2002; Klonsky & Klonsky, 1999; 
Leonard, et al., 2001; Wallach, 2002).   
It has also been suggested that community is created as students become involved 
in extracurricular activities.  Cotton (2001) reported that students in small schools were 
more likely to be involved in extracurricular activities and to hold important positions in 
school groups.  In her study, she concluded that a 20-fold increase in school population 
led only to a 5-fold increase in students’ opportunities to participate.   
In all cases, the designing of a separate facility to create a SLC may not be 
feasible.  To overcome this obstacle, school systems implemented a school-within-a-
school model.  In Philadelphia, the superintendent mandated that any school with over 
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400 students had to reorganize into separate and distinct units.  A similar idea was 
launched in New York City where a staff position was created to oversee the creation of 
small, themed schools-within-schools.  The individual who occupied this position was 
responsible for identifying teachers, linking them to community support, and negotiating 
with the principal of the school for supportive conditions (Raywid, 2002).   
The Houston school system adopted a similar plan.  In this district, school 
officials aspired to convert all 24 comprehensive high schools into smaller learning 
communities (Viadero, 2004).  Houston’s Robert E. Lee High School was divided into 10 
SLCs with about 200 students each.  The goal was to personalize learning and improve 
high schools in this district of 210,000 students.  Lee High School was once a 
predominately white school but began to shift to a population of mainly poor, Hispanic 
students when a new high school opened up in the area.  School officials at Lee used 
these events as an opportunity to introduce SLCs.   
With the creation of SLCs comes the question of what constitutes a small high 
school.  The Philadelphia criteria of 400 students mirrors Cotton’s (2001) definition of 
schools with 100 students per grade level.  Others have not been as specific in their 
definition but have relied more on objective terms to describe what is meant by “small.”  
Frequently, the notion of creating “a small-school community within a larger institution” 
(Leonard, et al., 2001, p. 80) was offered to describe the ultimate goal of this endeavor.  
However accomplished, Gregory (2000) reported that when small schools rise above the 
400 student threshold, the school tries to operate like a large, comprehensive school and 
loses the high personalization and clear focus that drive successful small schools.  
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Moles (2003) studied several schools that were using an SLC model.  In his 
research, he reported that a typical SLC contained about 100-200 students who took all 
the major courses together from the same set of teachers.  The SLC was allocated their 
own space where students of varying skills and abilities were placed together based on 
different themed interests.  The two main types of school organization were academies 
and house plans.   
In a 2001 nationwide survey, Lee, Ready and Johnson (2001) presented evidence 
about schools that both contradicted and supported the work of other researchers.  The 
initial challenge was locating schools that were using a specific type of SLC structure 
known as school-within-a-school (SWS).  Research efforts were successful at identifying 
55 high schools in the nation that were organized exclusively around SWS.  The high 
schools in the Lee et al. study were populated in large cities located in states of the mid-
Atlantic region with district populations between 100,000-500,000 students.  Nearly a 
third of the schools sampled had populations between 1,000-1,500 students, and 9 
schools enrolled fewer than 1,000 pupils.  Nearly 70% of the school surveyed in this 
study did have high proportions of minority students.   
 
Smaller Learning Community Structures and Strategies 
The federal government has defined structural examples that constitute small 
schools (United States Department of Education, 2001).  Examples of small school 
structures included academies, house plans, schools-within-schools and magnet 
programs.  Success comes when one of the structures is implemented along with a 
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specific strategy designed to enhance student learning.  As research was conducted to 
study each type of structure, an emphasis on creating relationships between students and 
adults was emphasized. 
Academies are sub-groups of students and teachers who are organized around a 
particular theme.  Career academies, for example, combine the school-to-career 
movement with a smaller learning community.  In this structure, real-world relevance is 
achieved when academic and career-related classes are integrated (United States 
Department of Education, 2001).   
A house plan is a structure that divides students into groups of several hundred 
and allows these students to take their courses with a common set of teachers and 
students.  House plans typically personalize the high school experience by allowing each 
house to develop its own discipline plan, student government and extracurricular 
activities (United States Department of Education, 2001).   
The school-within-a school structure is an autonomous program that is housed 
within a larger school building.  These “schools” generally respond to the district rather 
to the building principal and have their own program, personnel, students, budget and 
school space.  This structure also attempts to create personalization by grouping students 
together to take core courses (Cotton, 2001.   
The final structure is a magnet program that uses a specialty focus to attract 
students from the entire district.  Magnet students stay together to take their core classes 
and generally have a competitive admission requirement to be accepted into the program 
(United States Department of Education, 2001).   
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When specific strategies designed to enhance student learning are combined with 
these structures, the success or positive impact of a smaller environment can be achieved.  
A freshman transition program is one strategy that helps to ease the difficulty of the move 
from middle to high school.  Freshman programs can take on a variety of variations from 
their own academy or house to mentoring from older students.  A multi-year strategy is 
effective as several teachers stay with a group of students over a period of 2 or more 
years.  The strategy of alternative scheduling has allowed schools to lengthen the class 
period, school day and the school year to support academic achievement.  Adult advocate 
or teacher advisory systems are strategies that are achieved when a group of 15 to 20 
students meets regularly with an adult or teacher who can provide rapport, academic 
guidance, and additional resources.  A final strategy is academic teaming that organizes a 
group of core teachers who share a common group of students.  This team of teachers 
would share a common planning time and a specific area of the building (United States 
Department of Education, 2001).  According to George and McEwen (1999), teams can 
build a sense of community into a school, and enable students to meet higher standards.  
The challenge for educators was to replicate these structures and strategies that were 
proven to be effective in smaller schools and in smaller learning communities.   
For these reform efforts of the current high school structure to succeed, education 
professionals encouraged attention to several structural elements and strategies (Jordan & 
Cooper, 2003).  One is a comprehensive reform plan versus a piecemeal strategy.  Other 
measures that were suggested included structural reform that altered the physical and 
social organization of the school.  This included block scheduling, career academies and 
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reducing class size.  A need for a learning theory to drive curriculum and instructional 
reform was also noted.  To create a new school culture, staff members were exposed to 
professional development so as to grow in their new roles.  Lastly, the focus of the reform 
effort was to be grounded in student learning.  
 
The Office of Educational Research and Improvement Reform Initiatives 
In 1999, the federal Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) 
commissioned the development of seven comprehensive school reform models for middle 
and high schools.  Through these efforts, the importance of SLCs was revealed.  Of the 
seven models that were developed through the OERI study, four advocated restructuring 
the school into smaller units: Talent Development (TD), First Things First (FTF), 
America’s Choice, and Taking AIM at Middle Grades Results (Moles, 2003).  
The OERI study concluded that schools that used FTF and TD, which 
incorporated the use of SLCs, demonstrated success in a variety of areas.  School staff in 
Kansas City, KS that incorporated the FTF model demonstrated an increase in attendance 
in all grades, reduction in suspension and drop out rates and an increased number of 
students on the honor roll (Institute for Research, 2001).  In Philadelphia, the TD high 
schools saw improvements in school climate, attendance, and promotion rates.  Gains in 
reading and math were also noted despite lack of a stable and trained teaching staff 
(Moles, 2003).  After examining both methods, early indications for the success of SLC 
models, were encouraging because of the presence of certain features.  
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Personalization is one such feature.  This has provided the opportunity for staff, 
faculty, students and parents to get to know each other.  Students lost feelings of 
anonymity when teachers became familiar with their skills, interests and personal 
backgrounds.  With a boost in self-esteem, low performing students increased their 
academic performance.  Additionally, there was an increase in student safety as more 
control and accountability of students was exercised (Moles, 2003).  These findings 
seemed especially true with African American urban youth who displayed more 
academic competence, emotional security and engagement with school when placed in 
small learning communities. Further, statistics indicated that minority students in smaller 
learning units were more likely to remain in high school (Connell, Halpern-Flesher, 
Clifford, Crichlow & Usinger, 1995).  
Personalization was also been achieved through looping.  Looping is 
accomplished when teachers stayed with their students over several years.  Both FTF and 
TD have advocated looping in their models as it helps teachers acquire a broader 
understanding of the curriculum and strengthens accountability.  Looping does require 
more teacher and curriculum development.  Further, it is important for schools that are 
considering looping to be sure that teachers are distributed so that a group of students are 
not placed with a weak group of teachers for a number of years (Moles, 2003).   
Two other factors that contributed to personalization were student advisories and 
parent outreach.  The FTF model advocated student advisor groups of 15-20 that met for 
30 minutes or more at least once a week.  Additionally, this model also encouraged 
parent involvement in student goal setting through contact with a staff member.  This 
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collaboration between students and parents was viewed as a vital component in creating 
an atmosphere of personalization (Moles, 2003).   
Since the introduction of SLCs is primarily concerned with school organizational 
change, researchers questioned the ability of this model to strengthen teacher content 
knowledge and delivery.  Moles (2003) discovered that common planning for SLC 
teachers was a critical component in this process.  During this planning time, teachers had 
the opportunity to discuss ways to improve curriculum, instruction and assessment.  
Further, interdisciplinary connections were established during common planning that 
allowed for integration of instruction across subjects and grade levels.  Lee and Smith 
(1996) found achievement gains in students in grades 8–10 where their teachers were 
collectively responsible and able to have common planning time.   
Another strategy to improve instruction was to lengthen class periods.  Typically, 
this was achieved through block scheduling and was advocated by some organizational 
models.  Longer class periods allowed for a greater variety of instructional strategies and 
cooperative learning.  Although no differences in test scores were reported, it was 
concluded by Eineder and Bishop (1997) that schools that used block scheduling had 
fewer discipline referrals and improved attendance.  
Although the commission established by the federal government’s Office of 
Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) realized many advantages of small 
groups of students, some concerns were addressed.  These problems dealt with 
administrative issues that may arise with the full implementation of smaller learning 
units.  Also, securing buy-in from the various stakeholders was a needed element to be 
 31
considered early in the process.  In the final analysis, it was important to have effective 
leadership in place with individuals that were committed to the long term success of this 
reform effort.  
One concern was that students would be tracked to different levels of instruction 
based on ability.  To combat this, the Talent Development (TD) model established a 
common core curriculum with high standards at each grade level with advanced 
placement courses offered in each community.  Additionally, both veteran and novice 
teachers were assigned to teach heterogeneous groups of students.  Despite this grouping, 
some argued that tracking could not be avoided and that it was not fair to put students 
who take much longer to reach mastery of the subject matter with other faster students.  
Still others wondered if all schools would succeed in hiring enough veteran and novice 
teachers to ensure that all students were offered an “equal” education (Moles, 2003).  
Another weakness identified by the OERI commission was the issue of teacher 
certification and preparation.  The First Things First (FTF) model advocated a 9–12 grade 
SLC model.  Such a model required teachers to be certified in a variety of subjects and to 
be prepared to teach each of those classes on a daily basis.   
Participants at the OERI conference also noted the need for high academic rigor 
for all students.  With the prevalence of high-stakes testing, many of the models 
presented aligned core curriculum with state standards.  For all students, the curriculum 
needed to be rigorous and relevant to prepare students for this added level of 
accountability.  The existence of this new testing regimen created resistance to school 
reform plans among educators.  Some argued that teaching all students to high standards 
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was sacrificed when time and effort was spent redefining the organization of the school 
(Moles, 2003).  
A conclusion of those attending the OERI conference was that full 
implementation of SLCs would force certain challenges to be addressed.  Moles (2003), 
in his conference report, noted that these challenges included “widespread staff and 
community buy-in, the attainment of capable leaders and principals, a focus on the 
essential elements of SLCs, alignment of the curriculum with standards, avoidance of 
tracking, and the need for improved teacher content knowledge” (p. 10).  Additionally, he 
stressed the need to hire an individual on-site to organize and implement the model and to 
give that individual a fair amount of control.  Moles (2003) noted the importance of 
adequate professional development activities to deal with this wide range of issues.  
 
SLC Implementation in Large Urban Schools 
Klonsky and Klonsky (1999) reported that Chicago educators combated this loss 
of community and anonymity with restructuring of its schools into SLCs.  In all, 10% of 
Chicago’s 420,000 students attend “small-by-design elementary and public schools” (p. 
38) that were committed to knowing each student as an individual.  Inside these schools, 
teaching became a collaborative effort.  Teachers began working together in SLCs to find 
a common curricular theme or focus and instructional plan.  This curriculum was 
implemented in an atmosphere of personalization where students’ varied interests, 
experiences and learning styles were considered.  This sense of community extended 
beyond the classroom with the formation of business and university partnerships with the 
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school district.  As an example of this relationship, at Best Practice High School, all 
students were required to work one day a week in a “museum, library, health institution, 
or community service agency” (p. 39).   
In Philadelphia, the superintendent mandated that any school with over 400 
students had to reorganize into separate and distinct units.  This was part of a reform 
effort known as “Children Achieving” that was designed to create learning communities. 
Learning in these communities was at high levels taught by teachers who were able to 
engage students through the use of technology.  In this setting, assessment strategies that 
emphasized intellectual accomplishment were emphasized.  As a result of these teaching 
methods, “Children Achieving” envisioned schools with high expectations for all 
students where parents were involved and active, support existed for the whole child, and 
there was time for teacher collaboration (Stern, Dayton, Lenz, & Tidyman, 2002).   
In response to the goals set forth in “Children Achieving,” Ben Franklin High 
School (BFHS), located in the heart of the city of Philadelphia, chose to implement SLCs 
school wide.  Through this process, BFHS hoped to not only meet the challenges of the 
superintendent’s policy initiative, but to also implement  “an intervention to insure school 
safety and address school climate issues” (Stern et al., 2002, p. 5).  At BFHS all ninth 
grade students were placed in the “Ninth Grade Success Academy” which incorporated a 
careers class as part of the curriculum.  The goal of this class was to introduce ninth grade 
students to career options available to them through the four SLCs established for 
students in grades 10-12.  BFHS officials were encouraged by the rise in test scores and 
drop in disciplinary actions since the introduction of SLCs.  Despite budgetary concerns 
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and some turn-over in the teaching staff, there was a resolve to continue this reform effort 
(Stern et al.).  
A similar idea was launched in New York City (NYC) schools.  In this city, a 
superintendent staff position was created to oversee the creation of small, themed 
schools-within-a-school.  The individual who occupied this position was responsible for 
identifying the teachers, linking them to community support and negotiating with the 
principal of the school for supportive conditions (Raywid, 2002).  Tremendous assistance 
to this effort was offered in September, 2003 when the Gates Foundation announced a 
$51.2 million effort to support the creation of 67 new small, challenging high schools in 
NYC.  As a result, in fall 2004, more than 50,000 NYC students were attending a high-
performing small or alternative school.  The Gates’ money targeted underserved 
communities, specifically low-income and minority students (Toppo, 2003).  
Providing another example was the Sacramento City Unified School District 
(SCUSD) award of $12 million from the U.S. Department of Education to transform their 
high schools.  Their initiative, begun in 2002 and known as e21, was grounded in the 
notion that the labor force and the definition of the family have evolved and were more 
varied than ever before.  The goal in Sacramento was to transform their large, impersonal 
educational institutions to small, personalized learning communities.  As related by 
Owen, Cooper, and Brown (2002), this was to be accomplished through seven reform 
efforts:  
1. Small, caring and personalized learning communities, 
2. Student-centered systems with student supports and safety nets, 
3. Student pathways to the world of work and post-secondary education, 
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4. Rigorous, relevant, standards-driven teaching and learning, 
5. Culture of continuous learning, 
6. Collective responsibility, and 
7. Home-school-community alliances.  (p.9) 
These essential characteristics were incorporated by SCUSD into a concept 
known as “The Engine of Transformation.”  In this model, the seven reform efforts used 
in the SCUSD with its communities of 200-300 students were contrasted with attributes 
of large high schools of 2,000 to 5000 students.  Contrasts were as follows: 
1. Responsive vs. impersonal teaching and learning; 
2. Student-centered systems vs. bureaucratic systems; 
3. Student work and mastery focus vs. graduation focus; 
4. Student pathways to world of work vs. disconnect to world of work; 
5. Culture of continuous learning vs. culture of “busy-ness” 
6. Collective vs. individual responsibility 
7. Home-school-community vs. school alliances  
For the staff and administration of SCUSD, the goal was to “transform” their 
existing large high schools into smaller learning communities.  The goal was to replace 
the negative attributes associated with large schools with a more caring and personalized 
climate.  The ultimate goal of this reform strategy was to raise student achievement 
(Owen et al., 2002).  
As in other schools and school districts that considered this reform effort, SCUSD 
focused on student work as a means of student and system assessment.  Educators in this 
system realized that this move to product-based learning would be a drastic change for 
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both teachers and students.  The challenge was to create a culture and environment in 
which this new relationship could prosper (Owen et al., 2002).  Research results seemed 
to suggest that these relationships benefited all students in general with specific 
advantages to minority students.  
The body of evidence that smaller schools help eliminate the achievement gap 
between students was growing.  Klonsky (1998) concluded that small schools help close 
the achievement gap between higher income white and Asian students and lower income 
African American and Hispanic students.  Cotton (1996) realized that, for ethnic minority 
and lower socioeconomic students, the effects of small schools were especially positive.   
To build their case for smaller schools and SLC, advocates referred to academic, 
emotional, political, equity, and safety issues (Hampel, 2002).  Cotton (2001) found no 
study that demonstrated that larger schools showed superior achievement to small 
schools.  One group that seems to have benefited from small schools has been low 
income students.  Students in this income level have achieved at higher levels when they 
have attended small schools.  In fact, the correlation between poverty and low 
achievement has been as much as 10 times stronger in larger schools than in small ones.  
Despite these findings, minority children were more likely to be enrolled in large schools 
(Howley & Bickel, 2000; Leonard et al., 2001).  Small schools have experienced fewer 
incidents of violence and reported fewer discipline problems than have large schools 
(Wasley et al., 2000).   
Evidence of this trend has been seen in two urban schools.  During the 1999-2000 
school year, Houston’s Lee High School implemented SLCs.  Four years after 
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implementation, eight security guards were reduced to one, attendance rates were up, 
ninth grade retention was down and positive relationships were building between teachers 
and students (Viadero, 2004).  In 1995, Baltimore’s Patterson High School restructured 
its school of over 2,000 students and 110 faculty into five schools-within-a-school.  
Patterson was assisted in this effort by Johns Hopkins Center for Research of the 
Education of Students Placed At-Risk (CRESPAR).  Two years after implementation, 
Patterson’s overall climate had improved as did perceptions of the school by both 
teachers and students.  Further, in two years the school’s rating went from the second 
worst in the state to the second highest (Legters, 1999).  
 
SLC Implementation in a Suburban Setting 
During the 2002-03 school year at Mountlake Terrace High School (MTHS) in 
Edmonds, Washington, small learning communities were implemented for the first time 
for students in grades 9-11.  The reasons for implementation of this new organizational 
structure were similar to those cited by other schools.  MTHS had grown too large and 
impersonal.  Good teaching was hard to accomplish using a system “where students could 
have as many as eighteen different teachers in a year” (Wallach, 2002, p. 10).  The drop-
out rate was on the rise, and the graduation rate and test scores were starting to decline.  
The faculty and administration at MTHS hoped that the creation of SLCs would allow 
teachers to employ more hands-on and applied learning, institute a senior project, and 
give teachers the autonomy they needed to make real changes in the learning 
environment (Wallach, 2002).  
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The process of change at MTHS was 3 years in the making.  During the 2000-01 
school year, the school was awarded a $50,000 planning grant from the U.S. Department 
of Education.  Four committees were formed to conduct research on small schools and to 
create a timeline for a proposed implementation.  During their planning process, school 
officials learned of the money available through the Gates Foundation.  This grant 
opportunity accelerated the process of educating the MTHS community of the need for 
reform of the current high school structure and determining if there was sufficient interest 
among the faculty for the creation of SLCs.  In April 2001, the faculty voted to pursue the 
idea, and the school was awarded $850,000 from the Gates Foundation.  
The 2001-02 and the 2002-03 school years were devoted to finalizing the 
implementation plan.  The goal of the first academic year was to determine the number 
and focus of each SLC.  After many hours and discussion by the various stakeholders, 
outside consultants helped in selecting five learning communities.  During that year, 
school officials spent a great deal of time educating the community on the reasons and 
need for this change in existing procedures.  Once the five communities were selected, 
teachers had to determine their choice of SLC.  Some teachers left the school, unsure that 
they could adjust to this new model.  In the academic year before implementation, final 
decisions regarding curriculum, schedule, and leadership structure were made.  
Ultimately, students determined the SLC to which they would apply.   
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SLC Implementation:  The Metropolitan Regional Career and Technical Center  
The Metropolitan Regional Career and Technical Center school, known as the 
Met, is but one example of the recent popularity of small schools.  The school’s founders, 
Elliott Washor and Dennis Littky, have a philosophy grounded in the Progressive 
philosophy where “students learn best by confronting problems that arise while doing 
things they find interesting” (Levine, 2002, p. xix).   
Because of its small size, those that work at the Met were able to incorporate 
many of the best features of a small learning environment.  This includes advisory 
groups, supervised internships, individualized instruction, authentic assessment, and 
performance-based learning.  Levine (2002) described the goal of the school as a place to 
create “versatile, motivated learners--not to prepare students for specific careers” (p. 
xvii).  This was accomplished by a customized education focused on five learning goals: 
communication, social reasoning, empirical reasoning, quantitative reasoning, and 
personal qualities.  
A typical day at the Met would be atypical when compared to the traditional 
public high school.  As described by Levine (2002), the day begins with a morning “pick-
me-up” assembly for daily announcements and presentations by students, staff and 
community members.  After the morning assembly, students meet with their advisory 
group.  An advisory consisted of an adult advisor (a teacher at the school) and a group of 
students not to exceed 15 students.  During this morning advisory, a more thorough 
discussion of the morning presentation took place and the rest of the school day was 
planned.  When the advisory period ended, students dispersed to work on individual and 
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small-group projects.  After lunch, advisors met one-on-one with students to discuss 
progress on assignments and their Learning Through Internships (LTIs) projects.  
LTIs were the cornerstone of the Met’s curriculum.  These internships embody 
the Progressive ideals that were at the root of the school’s mission.  The LTI was 
designed to allow students to explore a career interest by spending time with a mentor in 
that field and creating a project that will serve as a benefit to the host site.  The three 
elements of the project included: “(1) an end product for the host site, (2) the 
investigation related to that product and (3) the student’s critical reflection on the 
learning process” (Levine, 2002, p. 47).   
At the end of the school day, students returned to advisory.  During this time, 
students presented projects and continue individual meetings with the faculty advisor.  
Students used journals to express ideas and concerns regarding their progress toward their 
individual learning plan.  Not only did each student have a plan, but they also had a 
learning team to determine if the student was meeting the goals contained in the plan.  
The learning team consisted of the student, the advisor, the LTI mentor, parents, and the 
special education director for those students with special needs.  In order for a student to 
advance to the next grade level, mastery of grade-level and learning plan expectations 
had to be documented and defended (Levine, 2002).   
Exhibitions were used to demonstrate student understanding of what they learned.  
These presentations began with the student handing out his or her learning plan, a 
progress report, and a description of their work’s importance to those present.  This 
learning exhibition took place at the school or the LTI site to an audience of the advisor, 
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fellow students, parents, the LTI mentor, community members, and other LTI staff.  The 
panelists asked questions that were designed to assess the depth of the student’s 
understanding and ability to apply this knowledge to new situations.  After the exhibition, 
the learning team decided if the student had fulfilled the learning plan, therefore earning a 
passing grade for the quarter.  If a student did not pass, Levine (2002) reported that 
students had to submit makeup work within two weeks.  At the conclusion of this 
process, advisors wrote lengthy narratives each quarter about each student.   
Levine (2002) described the exhibitions as a type of authentic or performance-
based assessment.  Students demonstrated mastery of skills and personal qualities that 
mattered in the world outside of the school.  These skills were categorized as annual 
expectations and then as specific skills for each grade level.  Annual expectations for all 
students include tasks such as to: obtain an LTI, meet with the learning-plan team three 
times per year, have four public exhibitions per year, write in journal three times per 
week, come to school on time each day, be responsible, show respect for self and others, 
and take responsibility for the learning process.   
In addition to annual expectations, there was a specific curriculum for each grade 
level.  Ninth graders were expected to perform such tasks as: prepare for the state health 
assessment, read at least three books, and work on certain quantitative reasoning areas.  
As tenth graders, Met students were expected to prepare for the state language arts and 
math assessments, read at least five books, present mini-exhibitions, and begin to visit 
colleges.  Students who reach the third year were to: write the first 25 pages of their 
autobiography, research 5 colleges’ admission requirements, prepare for and take state 
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and other standardized tests, and obtain approval for their senior thesis proposal.  In their 
final year, Met students: play a leadership role in the school, contact resources related to 
thesis and complete an in-depth senior thesis project, apply to college and for financial 
aid, and present work and reflection at the graduation exhibition.  
 
The Challenges and Potential of Smaller Learning Communities 
Despite some evidence of success, resistance from district policy, state law, and 
higher education made the change from large to smaller high schools difficult (Ark, 
2002).  In other cases, change was achieved, but the organizational structure remained the 
same.  Raywid (2002) discovered examples of small innovative schools “shackled in 
outmoded practices, and imposed with regulations designed for another time and place” 
(p. 2).   
Researchers also noted a series of other disadvantages to small schools.  Wells 
(1998) reported that creating new schools could be used as a way to segregate students by 
race and class.  Other experts warned that small “experimental” schools must be held 
accountable for maintaining academic standards (Kirp, 1982).  Accountability must be 
coupled with autonomy for those involved in operating the SLC.  Separate scheduling, 
staffing and curriculum were a feature of successful SLCs, and lack of true autonomy 
would be the ruin of such a model.  Also, when the change was mandated by the central 
office, there was a risk that success may come slowly or not at all (Raywid, 2002).  
Further, researchers discovered that affluent students were not affected by school size and 
may lose performance in small schools (Cotton, 2001).  
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In some cases, additional demands can be placed on teachers who are part of a 
SLC.  At Lee High School in Houston, teachers complained about their new workloads.  
Schools, like Lee, with SLCs have asked their English teachers to teach all four levels 
and the history teacher was also teaching geography (Viadreo, 2004).  Further, teachers at 
this school have been asked to plan with other members of the SLC while trying to 
prepare for their own classes.  School officials encouraged their teachers to become 
certified in more than one subject area, so students did not have to leave their SLC in 
order to take a desired course.  At Lee High School, the addition of a student/teacher 
mentor program, known as “advocacy,”  forced teachers to feel inadequate in their role as 
“surrogate parent and social worker” (Viadero, 2004, p. 41).  
Retaining larger numbers of students also had some unanticipated disadvantages.  
At Lee High School, during the first year of SLC implementation, national test scores 
dropped.  School officials attributed this drop in scores to the increased number of 
students taking the exams who would have dropped out under the previous system 
(Viadero, 2004).   
Small schools and small learning communities made possible certain structures 
and practices that were conducive to student learning.  In their study, Wasley and Lear 
(2001) identified six such structures.  The use of an extensive advisory system was one 
such structure.  Using this model of organizing students into groups, teachers stay in 
close contact with their advisees on matters relating to graduation and post-graduation 
plans as well as serve as the advocate in community and social service organizations.  
This advisee relationship also extends to parents, and was described by teachers “as the 
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single most important design element for making possible a high level of personalization” 
(p. 23).   
A leaner administrative structure was another aspect that has added to the appeal 
of SLCs.  As the principal’s role is redefined, teachers take on more responsibility for 
making decisions about matters that directly affect students.  In turn, student choice is 
honored through the development of projects and other learning activities.  At the same 
time, teachers take on more responsibility for their own professional development.  The 
overriding philosophy is that “a teacher can’t lift one student without lifting all” (Klonsky 
& Klonsky, 1999, p. 39).   
The culture of small schools was an important structure.  Feelings of hard work, 
high aspirations, respect for others, and the belief that all students will succeed permeated 
the culture of SLC schools.  The final structure involved the community in the education 
of students.  Through the use of community members assessing portfolios and providing 
learning activities outside of the classroom, learning became the responsibility of all 
those involved (Wasley & Lear, 2001).   
Other educators saw the exploration of small schools as a way to end recent trends 
in education.  First, the standards movement highlighted the fact that schools are largely 
inequitable places.  Ironically, the standards movement brought resistance to the small 
communities model.  Because state legislators and some school districts created 
prescribed curriculum and teaching methods and selected the textbook to use for teaching 
this curriculum, there was little room for individualism of school populations and 
cultures.  To combat this, some argued that standards alone will not influence student 
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learning, and that a more radical approach, such as the creation of smaller high schools, 
was needed.  A second trend was the resurgence of the idea that all students can learn, 
and that no student should be left behind in the learning process.  There was also a 
renewed focus on the idea that schools have the responsibility for helping students learn 
the basic skills of productive citizenry in a global economy.  If students were in small 
schools, teachers had a greater opportunity to reverse the trends that have plagued the 
nation’s educational system (Wasley, 2002).  
Steinberg and Allen (2002) reported characteristics that make for positive 
developmental settings.  Through their research, they reported that these are more likely 
to be found in small learning environments: high expectations, supportive relationships, 
community membership, and opportunities for youth service and leadership.  Cotton 
(2001) related several studies that demonstrated that students in small schools took more 
responsibility for their own learning.  Further, instructional strategies associated with 
higher student performance were more commonly employed in small schools.  Teachers 
were more likely to implement team teaching, integrated curriculum, performance 
assessments, and cooperative learning in this unique learning environment.   
 
The Importance of Five Key Elements in SLC Implementation 
Cotton (2001) shared the sentiment of other researchers in this field and has 
identified five key elements necessary for successful implementation of smaller learning 
communities.  She based these ideas on the work of numerous researchers in this field, 
many of whom shared necessary tools needed for these smaller units to achieve their 
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potential as learning communities.  Cotton synthesized the information of many experts 
in this area to arrive at the five key elements.  She organized this information in the 
categories of self determination (autonomy), identity, personalization, support for 
teaching (instructional focus) and functional accountability.  
 
Autonomy 
The idea of self-determination, or autonomy, was believed to be vital for the 
formation of both small schools and smaller learning communities.  First was the belief 
that SLCs need to maintain as much autonomy as possible over space, schedule, budget, 
curriculum instruction and personnel.  Autonomy was achieved when each SLC occupied 
a separate part of a campus, was able to alter the daily bell schedule as needed and has a 
decision-making model that solicits ideas from all stakeholders (Cotton, 2001).  Through 
their study of small schools in Chicago, Wasley et al. (2000) concluded that autonomy 
allowed the school’s faculty to become more invested in the school and its students.  An 
additional conclusion from this same research was that self-determination was an 
important incentive in encouraging a school’s staff to undertake this renewal effort.  
Similarly, Duke and Trautvetter (2001) discovered that a high degree of autonomy 
generated a unique culture and an inspired commitment to the success of the program.   
When studying the high student achievement and the large numbers of students 
planning to attend college in New York schools, Ancess and Ort (1999) attributed the 
success to autonomy.  The successful schools, they discovered, were fiscally and 
instructionally independent.  By creating a sense of autonomy, the professionals who are 
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leading this restructuring effort will believe that the accountability is justified.  To bring 
about feelings of ownership, the SLC must have power over staffing decisions, use of the 
budget, scheduling, curriculum and assessment (Meier, 1996).  Researchers have also 
identified other necessary elements that are related to autonomy.   
Separateness was an important aspect of autonomy.  Duke and Trautvetter (2001) 
believed that a small school should “have its own distinctive identity” (p. 8).  In order to 
achieve this, a literal or metaphoric sense of separation needed to exist.  The ideal 
situation was physical separation where rooms were set off from the rest of the building.  
However, there was also the need for a type of distance that allowed for the freedom of 
one group to pursue a set of values that differed from those in other parts of the building 
(Raywid, 1996).  Where this cannot exist, Duke and Trautvetter (2001) conceded that 
designating certain corridors, wings or floors to SLCs was an acceptable alternative.  This 
separation would enable teachers and students to feel a part of this unique unit rather than 
the overall building.   
Along with separation, other elements essential to achieving autonomy are 
distinctiveness and self-selection.  Through the creation of attributes different from those 
of other parts of the campus, a sense of affiliation emerges.  Raywid (1996) discovered 
that affiliation comes when individuality and distinctiveness are created among a group 
of people.  In a school setting, Ancess (1997) realized, this feeling emerged when a new 
way of learning was established or an “education of distinction” was provided (pp. 8-9).  
In order for this distinctive environment to be successful, both students and teachers need 
to have chosen to be part of this environment.  Self-selection by staff and students 
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resulted in a school community that had a common set of goals and shared interests.  
Additionally, this method of student placement allowed teachers and students who share 
a common passion to work together to refine that skill (Cotton, 2001).   
A final aspect of autonomy addressed by researchers is the need for flexible 
scheduling.  Typical high school scheduling methods have been more frequently aimed at 
controlling students than at providing meaningful learning opportunities.  In small 
schools, these issues disappear, as more flexibility exists to adapt to new circumstances 
(Gregory, 2000).  The need for high schools to be able to vary the daily bell schedule in 
order to meet the demands of the curriculum is more easily accomplished in a small 
environment.  The flexible use of time also allows for teacher collaboration, community-
based learning for students, and curriculum integration (Cotton, 2001).   
 
Identity 
The second key element required that members of the SLC establish goals that 
drive all decisions and create conditions in order to build a unique identity.  This was 
accomplished, according to the experts, as the learning community enters a process of 
creating a vision and mission to guide and inspire (Cotton, 2001).  An identity was 
created by an assessment of student needs, the creation of a thematic focus for each SLC 
and the ability for teachers and students to self-select involvement with a particular 
learning community.   
Wasley et al. (2000) stressed that the vision must involve all stakeholders.  In this 
group, the researchers included administration, faculty, students, parents and community 
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members.  The importance of all of these stakeholders to form, implement and sustain the 
vision was seen as vital (Cotton, 2001).   
Successful small schools and learning communities have had thematic focus.  
Organizing principles included a specialized curriculum, an instructional approach or a 
broad topic area.  The focus area allowed a school to consider depth and not breadth in its 
presentation of curriculum.  In this environment, researchers stressed that high student 
academic achievement must be the overriding theme and focus.  Wasley et al. (2000) 
concluded that students learn more when high expectations of student achievement are 
coupled with a strong degree of social support.  All this needed to be accomplished in an 
atmosphere of careful planning.  Research in this area provided detailed plans for the 
downsizing of large schools into smaller units.  Legters (1999) believed that one full year 
should be spent in the planning process before beginning work on this restructuring 
effort.  
 
Personalization 
The purpose of the third element, according to Cotton (2001), was to create a 
sense of personalization by taking advantage of the smaller environment.  This is 
accomplished when students are provided opportunities to become active in their 
communities.  Parents are encouraged to become involved in the SLC, and teachers are 
able to follow a group of students over several years.  Schools operating as SLCs are 
safer because staff members are much more likely to know all of their students well.  
Additionally, teachers become more knowledgeable about their students’ learning 
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strengths and are better able to respond to student needs.  Ancess and Ort (1999) argued 
that teachers knowing students well was the second most important of the five SLC 
elements.  In the schools they observed, small size enabled teachers to know students 
well and to offer necessary interventions for success.  In addition, these personalized 
elements allowed teachers to encourage students to reach beyond their potential.  
Smaller learning environments, it has been determined, are better able to serve 
heterogeneous groups of students (Cotton, 2001).  In a study of New York schools, Mohr 
(2000) researched the use of heterogeneous groupings of students.  He concluded that 
teachers would be able to meet the needs of students with a variety of ability levels as 
education is personalized.  He believed that this type of intimate teaching would not be 
possible in a large high school.  The inherent risk in the creation of smaller learning units 
is the movement of certain ability level students towards a particular community based on 
the perceived levels of ability.  The challenge is to create learning communities that 
closely mirror the demographics of the overall school population (Cotton, 2001).  
Personalization has also been accomplished through other means.  Looping is an 
organizational structure that allows students and teachers to remain together over a period 
of several school years.  This helps establish a sense of community and assures that 
students will be known well by more than one adult (Cotton, 2001).  A residual effect of 
this relationship is that parent and community participation is easier to achieve.  In a 
smaller environment, parents are more willing to get involved with activities and the 
governance of the school.  At the onset of this reform effort, parents are integral in the 
support of a formation of a smaller environment and are more actively involved in 
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student-parent conferences (Wasley et al., 2000).  These same researchers also reported 
an increase in community and business partnerships.  These relationships with 
community agencies, local businesses, advocacy groups and municipal organizations 
have been a great asset to the school and students.  The goal of the smaller learning 
community has been to determine means by which to continue these relationships and 
utilize them in the education of the students.  
 
Instructional Focus 
Instructional focus was the fourth key element and was manifested in 
heterogeneous classrooms where the focus was on high expectations for each student.  In 
this environment, professional development was teacher designed, site specific and 
aligned with the goals of the SLC.  Ancess (1997) believed this element is manifested 
when leaders in the smaller learning communities reach the point of being strong decision 
makers.  In order to achieve, she argued that SLC leaders needed to be more concerned 
with commitment and less concerned with “hierarchical status” (p. 17).  Successful SLCs 
are able to effectively utilize an inclusive decision-making process that involves the 
school principal, teachers, other staff, students, parents and community members (Cotton, 
2001).  
In this smaller environment, it was assumed that leadership will not be the 
exclusive role of the school principal.  Many SLCs do not have a full-time or on site 
principal.  In the many small schools in Chicago, Wasley et al. (2000) found that 
principals were training teachers to make administrative decisions.  This proved to be 
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effective, as teachers were in a position to know the daily dilemmas of the classroom.  
Additionally, they understood the tools and conditions that needed to be in place to create 
an effective teaching environment.  Cushman (1999) discovered that principals benefit 
from this arrangement.  As teachers are empowered, the school principal is able to focus 
on faculty collaboration and external connections with community partners.  
This spirit of collaboration was important in other aspects of the smaller learning 
environment as it is related to professional development.  Mohr (2000) discovered that 
teachers who were able to work on teams critiqued each other’s practice by focusing on 
student work.  An important aspect of this professional learning community was having a 
regular time to meet and talk with other members.  Ancess (1997) saw that the time for 
the faculty to meet and converse about students in an atmosphere for thoughtful critique 
was a critical feature of SLCs.  The intent of this was to provide gradual change toward 
the increase of student achievement through a faculty committed to collaboration and 
professional development.   
Researchers have noted, however, that professional development must occur to 
foster this progress.  In order for growth to occur, programs that are coherent, long range, 
and are linked to existing classroom issues and school goals must be the focus (Legters, 
1999).  Schools in small environments are able to design their own professional 
development on how to work more effectively with students.  These professional learning 
activities are best if provided within the school and involve veteran teachers mentoring 
those new to the profession (Ancess & Ort, 1999).  Staff training is also important to take 
advantage of this smaller learning environment.  Teachers needed training in moving 
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beyond the traditional curriculum towards a more thematic focus specific to the theme of 
the community.  An interdisciplinary, inquiry-based approach was able to be achieved in 
this environment and allowed for an enhanced educational experience (Cotton, 2001).  
In these smaller learning environments, teachers are better able to identify and 
respond to student needs.  For this to occur, teachers need to develop a number of 
instructional strategies to meet the needs of the students.  In larger settings, this may not 
be possible, but the instructional staff in the smaller setting must take advantage of this 
opportunity to personalize instruction.  
 
Accountability  
The final key element identified by Cotton (2001) related to the idea of 
accountability.  The students in schools that are using this model must still demonstrate 
progress on State, local, and school-sponsored assessments.  This was accomplished 
through detailed planning, the use of multiple forms of assessment and networking with 
other SLCs.  Additionally, each SLC has been encouraged to implement as many of these 
key elements as they are able and to show progress toward established goals.   
The importance of multiple forms of assessment was to provide opportunities for 
students to demonstrate their learning.  The key was to be able to measure what students 
can do as well as what they know.  In order to do this, teachers need to find creative 
assessment techniques that connect with ideas beyond the school.  This can be achieved 
by involving the community in the assessment of student work and in the creation of 
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opportunities to these outside assessors to critique displays of student achievement 
(Cotton, 2001).   
Ancess and Ort (1999) studied schools in New York that utilized multiple forms 
of assessment.  The models studied in this research used the notion of continuous 
improvement in the creation of their performance assessment systems.  This assessment 
structure also served as the basis of a plan to improve the school.  Even in this 
environment, accountability for student achievement by more traditional measures was 
important and shared by all stakeholders involved in this reform effort.  However, these 
researchers determined that before student performance is enhanced, other measures of 
success should be studied.  These indicators included a positive school environment, a 
caring teaching staff, a focus on the established vision for the school, challenging and 
interesting instruction, and concrete evidence that attests to student learning and 
achievement.   
School accountability can also be accomplished in other ways.  Meier (1998) 
provided four characteristics for schools, thereby “(1) creating a strong internal 
accountability system; (2) being accountable to other schools in their networks for the 
quality of their work through the use of critical friends; (3) having their operations 
reviewed by neutral parties; and (4) providing a shared body of credible information as a 
basis for reflections and judgments “ (p.89). 
A school reform effort was also accountable to the administration of the school 
district and to those key stakeholders beyond the school system.  Although Ancess (1997) 
noted that a district’s bureaucracy may be a hindrance to this process, she also realized 
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the role this entity played in the control of information and access to valuable resources.  
She advised pioneers in this reform effort to become educated about their school system’s 
bureaucratic structure and how to negotiate this network to obtain the necessary tools for 
success.  Specifically, the task of the smaller learning community was to encourage the 
district staff to move from compliance monitoring to an environment of assistance and 
collaboration (Ancess & Ort, 1999).  
Accountability also emerged from the established network of other SLC schools.  
Meier (1998) believed that schools must answer to each other regarding the quality of 
their work.  She advocated the formation of alliances with “sister schools” (p. 89) to 
allow schools to practice the technique of critical friends.  Mohr (2000) referred to this as 
genuine accountability that arises from a commitment to true reform.  Wasley et al. 
(2000) showed the creation of a network of SLCs schools as both an accountability 
measure and a learning tool.  The conclusion of these researchers as they studied schools 
in Chicago was the great need to learn from each other, especially when the number of 
examples of SLC is limited in scope.   
The final accountability was the successful implementation of a SLC.  In her 
extensive research on this topic, Cotton (2001) uncovered many reform efforts in this 
area that were simply reductions in school size.  These efforts, she concluded, are a 
disservice to this reform effort and do nothing to deal with the real problems facing the 
school.  In other instances, schools had not gone far enough with this model.  Dewees 
(1999) concluded that most crucial factor for success was a commitment to fully 
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implement the program.  He felt that very few schools that were using a school-within-a-
school model had fully implemented their SLCs.   
Successful and complete implementation was a struggle addressed in the research.  
One aspect of this difficulty is the challenge of change in the system.  Wasley and Lear 
(2001) noted that schools trying to become small have moved too slowly and did not do 
enough to invoke any real change.  Raywid (1996) concluded that schools attempted to 
add an SLC structure on top of what was currently taking place at the school without 
removing existing elements.  This level of implementation was not likely to bring the 
desired benefits offered by smaller communities.  To combat this, Wasley and Lear 
(2001) encouraged schools considering this model to recognize the reasons the change 
was needed and to provide a “clean, bold break with these practices” (p. 25).  For 
students not succeeding under the current model, “conditional and timid incrementalism” 
(Wasley & Lear, 2001, p. 25) would not offer them any chance for success.  
 
Summary 
Researchers have supported the promise of Smaller Learning Communities, but 
they have also addressed the challenge of full implementation.  Findings from the OERI 
committee commissioned by the federal government to study the issue of high school 
reform endorsed the creation of smaller learning units.  Two methods that emerged from 
this conference, Talent Development (TD) and First Things First (FTF), suggested that 
the struggle for implementation is worth the effort.  The conclusion of schools using this 
model was that when SLCs were used, school climate, safety and student attendance 
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improved.  These gains were also followed by an increase in student achievement.  The 
personalized environment, according to theorists, has been a direct contributor to this 
success.  Subsequent research is needed to address the specific factors of SLCs lead to 
this positive influence on climate and student achievement.  To accomplish this, analysis 
of similar schools with and without SLCs was necessary to isolate the variables involved.  
The difficulty with this is separating the many other programs in place at the school from 
the SLC.   
Advocates of the SLC model also addressed the identified weaknesses.  
Conscious efforts must be made to avoid the tracking of students within and between 
smaller communities.  Additionally, teacher shortcomings in the areas of content, 
knowledge and certification cannot be overlooked.   
Meier (1996) contributed the notion that beyond size, all schools need to have a 
clear mission that all stakeholders find meaningful.  School leaders need to maintain this 
vision when designing curriculum and creating the organizational and technological 
structure of a school.  Further, educational leaders in this environment need to have the 
autonomy to make decisions in regard to curriculum, budget and staffing (Ark, 2002).  
Leonard et al. (2001) concurred by arguing that small schools are more effective because 
they are prone to possess five criteria for effectiveness: (a) positive school climate, (b) 
high parental involvement, (c) high student involvement, (d) a professional community, 
and (e) shared vision or goals.   
In conclusion, Cotton (2001) stressed the importance of remembering what small 
schools can accomplish.  Educators have found evidence to suggest that small schools are 
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a key ingredient on the road to success, and that the SLC movement is setting the 
groundwork for deeper school reforms, but small schools are not the cure for all problems 
facing public education.  In the final analysis, it may be that SLCs are not the answer, but 
factors that lend themselves to better schools are simply easier implemented in small 
schools.   
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CHAPTER 3    
METHODOLOGY 
 
 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter was to describe the general methodological approach 
used in this research study.  This study sought to examine the smaller learning 
communities model (SLC) in Florida and the five key elements of implementation.   
These schools were selected based on the award of an implementation grant from the 
United States Department of Education during the fiscal years of 2000, 2001, and 2002.  
This chapter is divided into six sections.  The first addresses the statement of the 
problem.  The next section details the population and sample.  The third section offers 
specifics of the instrumentation used including statements of reliability and validity.  The 
final sections of the chapter address issues relating to data collection and analysis.  A 
summation is provided at the end of Chapter 3.  
 
Statement of the Problem 
In an attempt to positively impact student achievement and to return a sense of 
personalization to large high schools, educational leaders have investigated the possibility 
of creating smaller learning communities.  This research study seeks to identify the level 
of implementation of schools already using this model with regard to the five key 
elements addressed by Cotton (2001).  The five elements are: (a) accountability, (b) 
autonomy, (c) identity, (d) instructional focus, and (e) personalization.  The problem 
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addressed in this investigation was “What is the level of implementation of smaller 
learning communities in Florida’s high schools that were awarded the federal 
implementation grant in 2000, 2001 and 2002?” 
 
Population and Sample 
The population of this study consisted of faculty, administrators and students of 
39 high schools in Florida that received a grant from the United States Department of 
Education at the time of the present study.  The purpose of this federal grant was to 
establish SLCs.  Schools in the population attempted implementation of these learning 
communities for at least one complete school year as of January, 2005.  Initially, these 
schools were divided into three cohorts based on the fiscal year the grant was awarded.  
Three Florida high schools in Cohort I were awarded implementation grants during the 
2000 fiscal year.  Cohort II consisted of 20 of Florida’s high schools that received awards 
for the 2001 fiscal year.  The last group of schools, Cohort III, was comprised of 16 high 
schools awarded grants during the 2002 fiscal year.  A list of the 39 Florida schools 
appears as Appendix A.  Educators from each SLC high school served as the population 
from which potential respondents to the survey conducted as part of this research would 
be identified.   
All students enrolled in the 39 Florida high schools operating under a SLC 
implementation grant served as the population for the correlation of the survey to the 
student data.  After the survey data were extracted from the completed surveys returned 
from each participating school, an implementation score was calculated.  This score was 
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based on individual and collective responses to the questionnaire.  The individual scores 
from each of the five elements and the total score was compared to selected school and 
student data.  These publicly accessible data were obtained from the Florida Department 
of Education’s web site.   
 
Instrumentation 
The 45-item instrument developed by the researcher was based on the work of 
Cotton in her 2001 study New Small Learning Communities: Findings from Recent 
Literature.  Using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 5=Strongly Agree to 1=Strongly 
Disagree (with a not applicable option), respondents were requested to indicate the level 
of school compliance by the SLC in the areas of: accountability, autonomy, identity, 
instructional focus and personalization.  These were the five key elements areas identified 
by Cotton (2001) as vital to the success of a smaller learning community.  In addition, 
survey items addressed the structure of the SLC at the identified schools and solicited 
information regarding the status of the person who completed each survey.  The survey is 
presented as Appendix B.   
The survey questions that pertained to the five elements were created from a 
combination of two documents created by the Northwestern Regional Educational 
Laboratory (NWREL).  The first document, Serving Smaller Learning Communities 
(Northwest Regional, 2002), was derived from the work of Cotton.  The other source for 
the survey questions was the Smaller Learning Communities Site Visits: Instructions for 
Project Director or Site Coordinator Manual (Northwest Regional, 2001).  Table 1 
displays the items linked to the five elements.   
Table 1   
Smaller Learning Community (SLC) Elements and Associated Items 
Note:  Bold refers to survey questions that have multiple parts.  
SLC Key Elements Survey Items 
1. Accountability: SLCs maintain as much control as 
reasonable over space, schedule, budget, curriculum, 
instruction and personnel. 
 
16, 28, 29, 36, 37 
2. Autonomy: Students demonstrate progress on State, local 
and school wide assessments as well as progress toward 
established SLC goals. 
 
1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
25, 33, 34, 35 
3. Identity: The community of adults and students within 
each SLC has established goals that drive all decisions 
and create conditions unique to each SLC. 
 
3, 30, 31, 32 
4. Instructional Focus: Each SLC emphasizes the 
importance of instruction geared toward improved 
academic achievement for all students. 
 
11, 12, 13, 15, 23, 
26, 27 
5. Personalization: The SLC implements strategies that take 
advantage of downsized environments and facilitate all 
students being known well. 
 
9, 10, 14, 18, 19, 
20, 21, 22 
 
 
Instrument Reliability and Validity 
The extent to which the survey instrument measured implementation of the five 
key elements in a consistent manner was addressed using a variety of methods.  The 
initial questionnaire created by the researcher contained 25 items.  After reviewing the 
work of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory and consulting with 
administrative colleagues in schools that have studied the SLC model, the instrument was 
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expanded to include 35 questions.  Additionally, the questionnaire was refined to improve 
its clarity and ensure common understanding of terminology.  Preliminary conversations 
with schools likely to complete the survey and with the researcher’s dissertation 
committee necessitated the addition of the final questions that expanded the survey to a 
total of 45 items.  This evolutionary process helped to ensure that the survey possessed 
content validity, ease of readability and the essential items to address the stated research 
questions.  Throughout the development process, the researcher was careful to link the 
survey items with the five key elements based on a review of the literature and stated 
observations of others knowledgeable about this reform model.  
During the summer of 2004, a version of this survey instrument was field tested 
with educational leadership doctoral students.  From that preliminary, pilot 
administration, a reliability coefficient of .6723 was determined.  This result was 
obtained after the elimination of irrelevant items.   
 
Data Collection 
Both quantitative and qualitative data were considered to be important in this 
research study.  The quantitative data were gathered from responses to survey items on 
the instrument created by the researcher.  Additional quantitative data were collected 
from the Florida Department of Education’s web site.  Qualitative data were obtained 
from three different school contacts that were part of the original SLC population.  These 
individuals were identified based on the score calculated from the school officials’ 
questionnaire responses.   
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Before the survey was administered, university, district and school permissions 
were obtained.  The approval letter from the University of Central Florida’s Instructional 
Review Board (IRB) is attached as Appendix C.  One key element of IRB approval was 
the policy regarding informed consent.  The accepted Informed Consent Agreement is 
attached as Appendix D.  This agreement was completed by every participant and was 
retained by the researcher.   
Once IRB approval was granted, each district and school represented in the 
population was contacted, and applications for permission to conduct research were 
completed pursuant to the established policies.  Of the 11 districts represented, all granted 
the researcher’s request to conduct research.  Based on this approval, each of the 39 
schools in the population was solicited for assistance in the completion of the survey 
instrument.  A total of 20 schools agreed to receive, distribute, collect and return the 
survey packets containing the completed SLC questionnaires and the informed consent 
agreements.  The principal or designee was asked to select individuals at the school to 
complete the survey and to ensure that individuals who were included were either staff 
members assigned as classroom teachers or certified, instructional personnel who served 
in other capacities.   
Once a school agreed to participate in the survey, a school contact was 
designated.  This individual was mailed a package of surveys with a cover letter 
explaining how the surveys were to be distributed, collected and returned (see Appendix 
E).  Two of the surveys were to be completed by the school’s principal and another 
administrator involved in the SLC initiative.  The remaining surveys were to be 
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distributed to staff members that were either classroom teachers or instructional staff not 
assigned to the classroom.   
Qualitative data were collected from two sources.  A follow-up telephone 
interview was conducted with three school principals or their designees.  Three officials 
representing all schools that participated in the study and were determined to have either 
the high, moderate or low levels of implementation were selected for interview.  The 
protocol for this qualitative interview was determined after quantitative data were 
collected and preliminary analyses were completed.  Survey items 40-44 permitted 
respondents to state reasons for the implementation of this model, the perceived 
inadequacies of the implementation and the benefits to students, teachers and parents.  
These responses were invaluable in structuring the follow-up interviews. 
 
Research Questions 
The following research questions guided this study: 
1. To what extent have the high schools in Florida that were awarded federal 
SLC grants in 2000, 2001 and 2002 implemented Cotton’s five key elements: 
(a) accountability, (b) autonomy, (c) identity, (d) instructional focus and (e) 
personalization?  
2. Is there a relationship between the level of school implementation of Cotton’s 
five key elements with select school indicators (i.e., percentage of students 
with an absentee rate above 21 days, percentages of dropouts and graduates, 
total incidents of crime and violence, percent of students assigned both in-
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school and out-of-school suspensions, and average ACT, SAT, and FCAT 
scores)?  
3. What are the most common examples of smaller learning communities’ 
models in use in Florida? 
4. What was the school leaders’ reason or rationale for implementing smaller 
learning communities? 
5. What benefits for students, teachers, and parents accrue from smaller learning 
communities as perceived by the faculty and administration? 
 
Data Analysis 
The collection and analysis of data were completed by the researcher.  Data were 
entered in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software.  This computer 
software allowed the researcher to obtain the descriptive statistics and correlation data 
necessary to address the research questions.  The schools in the population were grouped 
by (a) the number of years implemented, (b) the specific model chosen, and (c) the level 
of implementation of the five key elements.  The following are discussions of the analysis 
methods for the respective research questions.  
 
Data Analysis for Research Question 1 
Research Question 1 asked the extent to which high schools in Florida have 
implemented Cotton’s five key elements: (a) accountability, (b) autonomy, (c) identity, 
(d) instructional focus and (e) personalization.  The intent was to determine to what 
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extent the elements were being implemented in all responding schools.  The scores for all 
items pertaining to each element were analyzed and descriptive statistics were used to 
determine each responding school’s implementation score by element.  Additionally, 
these individual element scores were added together to determine a school’s total 
implementation score.  This score was considered reflective of the extent to which each 
respective element was implemented in the responding schools.   
 
Data Analysis for Research Question 2 
Research Question 2 asked if there existed a relationship between the level of 
school implementation of Cotton’s key elements with select school indicators.  
Specifically, the total implementation and individual scores on each of the five key 
elements were correlated with each of the following school indicators: percentage of 
students with an absentee rate above 21 days (Absent), percentages of dropouts (Drop) 
and graduates (Grad), total incidents of crime and violence (Crime), and percent of 
students assigned both in-school (In) and out-of-school suspensions (Out).  Likewise, the 
scores were correlated with means of the following school academic indicators: 
composite ACT score (ACT), mean SAT score (SAT), 9th grade mean FCAT Reading (9 
Read) and Mathematics (9 Math), and 10th grade mean FCAT Reading (10 Read) and 
Mathematics (10 Math).  To address this question, the school’s implementation scores for 
each key element and the total score were correlated with the selected school and student 
performance indicators.  The intent of this procedure was to determine if the successful 
implementation of any key element was related to a particular performance indicator.  
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School data were obtained from the 2003-04 school year as reported by the United States 
Government’s No Child Left Behind statement of Adequate Yearly Progress and the 
Florida School Indicators Report.  Significance levels at the p=.05 served as the basis for 
statistical comparisons.   
 
Data Analysis for Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 sought to identify the most common examples of SLC 
models in use in Florida.  In survey item 39, respondents were afforded the opportunity to 
identify the type of SLC structure being used at their school.  Using the five categories 
(9th grade transition program only, 9th grade transition program and separate 10th-12th 
grade communities, 9th-10th grade and 11th-12th grade academies, 9th-12th grade 
communities and other models) a prototype of the most common type(s) of SLC model 
was established.  If responses by all respondents of a single school were not consistent, 
the majority answer was selected by the researcher for use in further analysis.  
 
Data Analysis for Research Question 4 
The rationale used for initiating a SLC model was addressed in Research Question 
4.  In survey item 41, each respondent was asked to respond as to why they chose to 
adopt a specific SLC model.  Responses were reported using categories established based 
on a review of all responses to this item.  In an effort to enhance the data collection 
process, follow-up interviews were conducted with three school officials selected from all 
respondents who were determined to represent high, moderate and low levels of SLC 
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implementation.  These interviews afforded these school officials the opportunity to 
further elaborate on their rationale not only for initiating an SLC, but to add to the 
information they had provided regarding model selection and the benefits realized thus 
far. 
 
Data Analysis for Research Question 5 
To address Research Question 5, the perceived benefits for the various 
stakeholders of using a SLC model were examined. Respondents to the survey were 
given the opportunity to articulate the perceived benefits of this reform initiative for 
students (item 42), teachers (item 43), and parents (item 44).  Responses were reviewed, 
summarized and categorized in order to present the perceived benefits by group.  These 
quantitative data served as a basis for further exploration of perceived benefits in follow-
up interviews. 
 
Summary 
This chapter has described the methodology and procedures used to answer the 
established research questions.  These questions were designed to measure the level of 
implementation of Cotton’s (2001) five key elements.  These elements are important 
aspects of the smaller learning communities model.  Additional implementation 
procedures were examined through questions designed to measure the rationale and 
perceived benefits of this organizational method.   
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Statistical procedures enabled the analysis of quantitative data.  The calculated 
implementation score allowed the researcher to determine the probable impact an element 
had on the performance of the school and its students.  Additionally, qualitative questions 
offered deeper insight into this reform structure for important school stakeholders.   
Chapter 4 will offer further insight and evidence pertaining to the established 
research questions.  Additionally, the next chapter will provide tables and accompanying 
narratives to summarize the data analysis.  Chapter 5 will expand on this analysis and 
offer a discussion based on the findings of the present study as well as the literature 
review.   
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CHAPTER 4    
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
 
 
Introduction 
This study was developed to investigate the high schools in Florida that have 
implemented SLCs and to contribute to the existing body of knowledge that pertained to 
high school reform efforts.  The schools were identified as a result of receiving a federal 
SLC implementation grant during the years 2000, 2001, and 2002.  Where possible, 
comparisons were made based on years of implementation, because these groups had 
been involved in this transition process for different lengths of time.  Officials at each of 
the schools were asked to complete a questionnaire created by the researcher to measure 
the implementation of five key elements: (a) accountability, (b) autonomy, (c) identity , 
(d) instructional focus, and (f) personalization.  
 
Population and Demographic Characteristics 
The population consisted of 39 high schools located in 11 different Florida school 
districts.  Schools were divided into cohorts based on the year the federal implementation 
grant was awarded.  Of the three schools that comprised Cohort I, one agreed to 
participate in the survey and was labeled as school A.  Of the 20 schools that were 
members of Cohort II, 12 participated in this study and were labeled as schools B-M.  
Seven of 16 schools that represented Cohort III agreed to participate in the survey and 
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were labeled as schools N-T.  The complete list of all 39 schools is presented as 
Appendix A.  
Specific data regarding the survey respondents are presented as Table 2.  This 
table is organized by cohorts and presents the number of respondents by position and 
title.  For all cohort groups, teachers were the largest category represented followed by 
those involved in administration.  Respondents in two schools that were part of Cohort II 
failed to indicate their title or position.  The average number of years a respondent was 
assigned to a particular school was 7.0 for Cohort I, 7.7 for Cohort II, and 6.9 -for Cohort 
III.   
 
Table 2   
Total Number of Respondents by Position Title 
 
 Cohort I (N=1) Cohort II (N=12) Cohort III (N=7) 
Title  n % n % n % 
Administrator 3 20.0 25 16.9 10 18.9 
Career Specialist   4 2.7 1 1.9 
Counselor 1 6.7 18 12.2 9 17.0 
Literacy Contact   6 4.1 5 9.4 
Non Indicated   20 13.5 1 1.9 
Teacher 11 73.3 75 50.7 27 50.9 
 
Total Respondents  
 
15 
 
100.0 
 
148 
 
100.0 
 
53 
 
100.0 
N=total schools responding in each cohort 
 
 
 
Further school demographic data is presented as Table 3.  In terms of student 
population, School A (5,373) was the largest while School H (921) had the smallest 
population.  Furthermore, School H also had one of the higher percentages of ESE 
students, and was one of only 3 schools with over 20% of the students identified as ESE.  
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The total instructional staff at only two schools (I and R) had been in the profession less 
than 10 years, with School B having the most veteran staff with an average of 19 years of 
experience.  Principal tenure did not exceed 10 years at any of the sampled schools, and 
two principals are in their second year at that school.  The total number of SLCs varied, 
but a plurality of schools had established 4 or 5 communities.  
 
Table 3   
Demographic Data of Responding Schools 2002-03 
 
High Schools Principal 
Tenure 
Total # 
SLCs 
% ESE % Stable Total 
Staff 
Teacher 
Years 
Total 
Students 
Cohort I        
   School A 7 3 6.7 93.4 324 11.9 5,373 
Cohort II        
   School B 6 1 13.0 93.5 176 19.0 2,277 
   School C 2 4 10.8 91.5 94 14.1 1,218 
   School D / 1 22.2 91.4 137 17.1 1,397 
   School E 4 5 12.6 93.6 153 19.7 1,863 
   School F 6 4 10.9 91.6 120 13.0 1,528 
   School G / 5 9.8 91.8 174 10.6 2,666 
   School H 3 4 21.4 91.4 77 10.8 921 
   School I 5 9 14.1 94.0 72 9.1 1,724 
   School J 6 5 26.5 87.2 166 14.1 1,793 
   School K 2 5 10.4 92.8 127 13.8 1,634 
   School L 3 3 17.5 92.8 125 13.0 1,556 
   School M / 9 17.0 94.1 215 16.9 2,607 
   School N / 2 11.0 88.0 198 13.5 1,944 
Cohort III        
   School O 8 4 14.9 93.5 124 13.5 1,783 
   School P 3 5 17.8 91.7 138 14.9 1,738 
   School Q 3 1 17.4 86.5 213 12.8 2,445 
   School R 2 0 9.5 92.3 197 8.6 2,830 
   School S / 5 14.5 94.4 184 10.2 2,413 
   School T 5 4 14.2 94.0 135 16.7 1,794 
Note.  Principal Tenure = number of years assigned to school, Total # SLCs = number of smaller learning 
communities for the 2004-05 school year, % ESE = exceptional education students that were categorized as 
mild, moderate and severe, % Stable = students that were enrolled in school for both FTE counts, Total 
School Staff = number of teachers, administrators, and support staff, Teacher Years = average number of 
years teaching including in and out of state, and Total Students = total number of students present for both 
semester FTE counts.  
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Research Question 1 
To what extent have the high schools in Florida that were awarded federal SLC 
grants in 2000, 2001 and 2002 implemented Cotton’s five key elements: (a) 
accountability, (b) autonomy, (c) identity, (d) instructional focus and (e) personalization?  
 
In order to address Research Question 1, it was first necessary to tabulate the 
responses from the returned surveys.  Data gathered from the 20 schools that agreed to 
respond to the survey instrument are displayed in Appendixes F-J.  The appendixes are 
arranged by element with the survey questions that pertained to that particular area.  A 
summary for the mean and median scores for each Cohort group are displayed in Tables 
4 and 5.  The scores indicated are equated to a 5-point Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 
2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree and responses 
of NA = not applicable were treated as missing data.   
The mean and median scores for all survey items that pertained to each of the five 
elements was at are near “4” or agree.  The mean scores are displayed in Table 4.  Using 
this statistical measure, the total scores are slightly less than 4 or agree, and the element 
scores range from 3.3-4.0.  Overall, median scores ranged from 3.5-4.0 and are displayed 
in Table 5.   
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Table 4   
Mean Cohort Score by Element and Total Score 
 
Cohort N Account Auto ID Inst. 
Focus
Person Total
I (A) 1 3.7 3.3 3.9 4.0 3.4 3.7
II (B-M) 12 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.5 3.7
III (N-T) 7 3.9 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.8
Note.  N = number of schools responded, Account = accountability, Auto = autonomy, ID = identity, 
Inst Focus = instructional focus, Person = personalization and TOTAL = total score 
 
 
 
Table 5   
Median Cohort Score by Element and Total Score 
 
Cohort N Account Auto ID Inst. 
Focus
Person Total
I (A) 1 3.9 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.7 3.8
II (B-M) 12 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.0 3.9 3.9
III (N-T) 7 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Note.  N = number of schools responded, Account = accountability, Auto = autonomy, ID = identity, 
Inst Focus = instructional focus, Person = personalization and TOTAL = total score 
 
 
Once the survey results were tabulated, an implementation score for each school 
that participated in this research study was calculated.  Using the Likert scale designation 
of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), the mean score for each survey item was 
calculated for each school.  Respondents who used the not applicable option were 
excluded from the mean score calculation for that question.  The mean scores were then 
grouped based on the questions that pertained to each element (as depicted in Table 1 of 
Chapter 3).  Mean scores were then added together to determine an element score for 
each participating school.  The sum of the five element scores was calculated to 
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determine the schools’ total implementation score.  The individual element scores were 
used to determine the level of implementation that was in place at the school.  Assuming 
that a score of 5 (strongly agree) was given to every survey item, the high score for each 
of the five elements would be: accountability = 25, autonomy = 55, identity = 20, 
instructional focus = 35, personalization = 40, and the highest possible total score = 175.   
Table 6 lists each school’s implementation score for each element and its total.  
Total implementation scores for respondents in the three cohorts ranged from 104.7 
(School J) to 157 (School B).  The average scores of Schools F and C (128.2) represented 
the median score from Cohort II.  School N’s score of 129.9 represented the median from 
those schools in Cohort III.  The calculated average score for each element was: 
accountability = 18.9, autonomy = 39.2, identity = 14.9, instructional focus = 26.6 and 
personalization = 26.1.   
Table 7 is a display of the implementation scores from each of the three cohorts.  
Cohort I, in its third school year of involvement, is represented by one school with a total 
implementation score of 125.9.  After completing two school years of involvement with 
SLCs, the 12 schools in Cohort II had total implementation scores that ranged from 
157.1- 104.7.  After one complete school year of implementation, Cohort III overall totals 
ranged from 140.2 - 104.8.   
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Table 6   
Implementation Scores by School 
 
School Cohort n Account Auto ID Inst. 
Focus 
Person Total 
School A I 15 18.5 36.4 15.4 28.2 27.5 125.9 
School B II 12 22.2 50.0 18.0 32.5 34.3 157.1 
School C II 6 19.1 39.2 15.3 25.8 29.2 128.7 
School D II 8 18.7 38.7 12.7 26.3 25.7 122.1 
School E II 7 18.7 38.4 14.7 27.5 23.7 123.0 
School F II 6 18.2 42.0 14.5 26.5 26.5 127.7 
School G II 10 16.9 38.4 13.8 24.6 23.3 117.1 
School H II 5 18.1 36.6 14.4 25.9 25.0 119.9 
School I II 8 19.8 36.5 16.1 29.0 28.0 129.4 
School J II 13 17.1 29.5 13.4 21.8 22.9 104.7 
School K II 8 18.8 44.2 15.6 28.6 29.3 136.4 
School L II 10 18.8 39.2 14.6 25.7 30.8 129.1 
School M II 12 22.0 46.7 17.3 28.0 32.2 146.1 
School N III 7 18.9 38.5 15.0 26.3 31.3 129.9 
School O III 10 19.7 43.7 14.6 29.5 28.5 136.1 
School P III 9 20.6 44.7 16.4 26.6 31.9 140.2 
School Q III 5 20.4 40.7 15.4 25.4 31.8 133.6 
School R III 5 16.1 32.9 12.2 23.1 20.6 104.8 
School S III 7 17.0 31.8 14.2 24.2 25.2 112.4 
School T III 10 18.1 36.2 14.4 26.2 25.2 120.0 
Note.  N = number of surveys completed, Account = accountability, Auto = autonomy, ID = identity,  
Inst Focus = instructional focus, Person =personalization and TOTAL = total score 
 
Table 7   
Mean Implementation Scores by Cohort 
 
School n Account Auto ID Inst. 
Focus 
Person Total 
Cohort I (A) 15 18.5 36.4 15.4 28.2 27.5 125.9 
Cohort II (B-M) 148 19.2 40.0 15.1 26.8 28.2 129.3 
Cohort III (N-T) 53 19.5 40.4 15.2 26.8 29.1 131.0 
Note.  N =number of surveys completed, Account = accountability, Auto = autonomy, ID = identity, 
Inst Focus = instructional focus, Person = personalization and Total = total score 
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Research Question 2 
Is there a relationship between the level of school implementation of Cotton’s five 
key elements with select school indicators (i.e., percentage of students with an absentee 
rate above 21 days, percentages of dropouts and graduates, total incidents of crime and 
violence, percent of students assigned both in-school and out-of-school suspensions, and 
average ACT, SAT, and FCAT scores)?  
 
To answer Research Question 2, the implementation scores were compared to 
school performance indicators.  The intent of the question was to determine if a 
relationship existed between the identified school data and the degree of implementation 
of the key elements.  The specific school data presented in Tables 8 and 9 were obtained 
from publicly accessible data for the 2002-03 school year.  The performance categories 
are reported in percentages except for total incidents of crime and violence.  Concerning 
the academic data, the highest ACT score possible was 36; the maximum SAT score was 
1600; and the highest a student could earn on either section of the FCAT was 500.  These 
data were obtained from the Florida School Indicators Report available on Florida 
Department of Education’s website.   
Of particular note in Table 8 is the variation among the reported school data.  For 
example, the percentage of students assigned to in-school suspension ranges from       
0.0-30.7%.  The percentage of students considered drop-outs is as low as 0.1% at three 
schools and above 8.0% at two others.  A similar pattern occurred with the percentage of 
students assigned to in-school suspension.  Two schools reported low scores of 0% and 
.01% while six schools reported rates over 20% with two schools over 30%.  The data 
presented in Table 9 are more standardized and have less variation.    
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Table 8   
School Mean Performance Indicators 2002-03 
 
High Schools Absent% Drop% Grad% Crime In% Out% 
Cohort I       
   School A 14.4 0.1 68.6 177   0.3   3.7 
Cohort II       
   School B 13.5 0.5 81.1 173 12.6 10.3 
   School C 27.2 6.0 45.0 69 28.4 19.7 
   School D 16.2 1.9 82.8 149 14.2 12.6 
   School E 14.2 1.6 58.5 136 10.6 14.9 
   School F 20.0 2.4 75.9 124     .0   6.9 
   School G 23.8 8.0 47.1 58 22.2 18.3 
   School H 26.4 2.1 62.1 132    3.0   9.3 
   School I 17.5 2.5 68.9 39 30.7 26.1 
   School J 31.2 0.1 65.7 132 13.4   8.7 
   School K 11.3 0.3 84.4 128 13.6   9.4 
   School L 10.9 2.7 80.6 157   1.4   5.9 
   School M 25.3 1.0 82.6 135 22.4 19.5 
Cohort III       
   School N 21.3 3.9 67.0 122 27.4 20.0 
   School O 20.2 2.9 71.8 197   0.1 16.0 
   School P 20.6 1.6 70.0 121 29.2   7.8 
   School Q 20.2 8.2 44.1 134 16.9 11.1 
   School R 9.1 0.1 87.9 95   .0 11.0 
   School S 11.8 0.2 74.7 77 30.2 18.3 
   School T 16.1 2.9 69.3 195 22.6 16.1 
       
Florida 20.3 992 291 293 302 320 
Note.  Absent = Absenteeism >21 days, Drop = Drop-Out, Grad = Graduation Rate, Crime = Incidents of 
Crime and Violence, In = In-School Suspension, Out = Out-of-School Suspension 
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Table 9   
School Mean Academic Indicators 2002-03 
 
High Schools ACT SAT FCAT 
9 Read 
FCAT 
10 Read 
FCAT 
9 Math 
FCAT 
10 Math 
Cohort I       
   School A 20.8 983 302 304 302 325 
Cohort II       
   School B 21.0 1091 314 307 316 334 
   School C 17.7 851 269 272 260 303 
   School D 20.9 949 313 312 315 335 
   School E 21.2 1001 300 297 296 315 
   School F 20.4 991 297 294 297 319 
   School G 18.9 927 275 293 276 315 
   School H 17.0 841 279 274 285 304 
   School I 18.3 944 304 317 304 334 
   School J 17.0 824 285 292 282 313 
   School K 21.2 1048 310 314 309 330 
   School L 22.9 1046 303 308 306 330 
   School M 20.4 1023 300 306 300 327 
Cohort III       
   School N 19.2 1013 287 286 299 318 
   School O 20.7 974 288 279 286 306 
   School P 18.2 914 277 283 288 313 
   School Q 18.2 872 257 275 254 303 
   School R 19.9 971 307 315 308 335 
   School S 26.0 980 301 312 294 326 
   School T 20.2 972 295 300 295 321 
       
Florida  20.3 992 295 300 296 323 
Note.  ACT = composite score, SAT = mean score, and FCAT = mean score by grade level (9th and 10th) 
 
 
The Pearson Product moment coefficient was used to compare both the 
performance and academic data.  For these calculations, data from the cohort groups were 
separated.  Using the Bonferroni approach to control for Type I error across the 72 
correlations for each Cohort, a p value of less than .05 was required for significance.  The 
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results of the coefficient correlation analyses are presented in Tables 10-13.  Using this 
statistical method, the assumption was made that one variable was the predictor and 
another variable the criterion.  Therefore, “the square of the correlation gives the 
proportion of criterion variance that is accounted for by its linear relationship with the 
predictor” (Green & Salkind, 2003, p. 240).  By convention, correlation coefficients of 
.10, .30 and .50, irrespective of sign, are interpreted as small, medium, and large, 
respectively.  
Data for Cohort II schools are presented in Tables 10 and 11.  The performance 
data in Table 10 offered only one statistically significant relationship with a large 
coefficient (-.614).  This was calculated between instructional focus and percent of 
students with more than 21 days absent.  This can be interpreted as meaning that 37.7%  
(-.6142) of the variance of the performance variable is accounted for by its relationship to 
levels of instructional focus.  In this relationship, the two variables are inversely related.  
Overall, attendance and drop-out rates tended to be negatively correlated while 
graduation rate and total incidents of school violence being positively related with the 
five elements.  Both in and out of school suspensions were positively related to all 
elements except for autonomy.   
Several of the correlations listed in Table 11 proved to be statistically significant 
with calculated coefficients that were higher equal to .578.  The strongest correlation 
(.763) was between the SAT and school’s total score.  For that relationship, 58% of the 
variance in the variable of average SAT score was accounted for by its relationship to the 
total implementation score.  The SAT score was significantly related to all but one of the 
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five elements (83%) and the element of identity had a significant relationship with three 
(50%) of the six variables.  The only test score without at least one significant 
relationship was the 10th grade FCAT.   
  
Table 10   
Performance Data Correlations by Element and Total Score (Cohort II) 
 
Element Absent% Drop% Grad% Crime In% Out% 
Accountability        
   Pearson Correlation -.281 -.392 .488 .289 .242 .256 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .377 .207 .108 .363 .448 .423 
       
Autonomy        
   Pearson Correlation -.469 -.162 .481 .346 -.019 -.026 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .124 .615 .113 .270 .953 .937 
       
Identity       
   Pearson Correlation -.218 -.270 .288 .077 .280 .283 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .497 .396 .365 .813 .378 .373 
       
Instructional Focus       
   Pearson Correlation -.614 -.311 .441 .191 .117 .178 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .034 .325 .152 .552 .717 .579 
       
Personalization        
   Pearson Correlation -.391 -.270 .534 .297 .104 .024 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .209 .396 .074 .348 .747 .940 
       
Total Score       
   Pearson Correlation -.465 -.271 .506 .294 .106 .095 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .127 .394 .093 .353 .743 .769 
Note.  n=12, Absent = Absenteeism >21 days, Drop = Drop-Out, Grad = Graduation Rate, Crime = 
Incidents of Crime and Violence, In = In-School Suspension, Out = Out-of-School Suspension, and items 
in bold signifies correlation was significant at p≤.05 
 
The comparisons for Cohort III schools are depicted in Tables 12 and 13.  
Considering the performance data in Table 12, one-quarter of the correlations proved to  
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Table 11   
Achievement Data Correlations by Element and Total Score (Cohort II) 
 
Element ACT SAT FCAT 
9 Read 
FCAT 
10 Read 
FCAT 
9 Math 
FCAT 
10 Math 
Accountability        
   Pearson Correlation .344 .599 .520 .387 .482 .509 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .273 .039 .083 .214 .113 .091 
       
Autonomy        
   Pearson Correlation .578 .796 .491 .333 .476 .457 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .049 .002 .105 .290 .117 .135 
       
Identity       
   Pearson Correlation .441 .727 .640 .476 .616 .573 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .151 .007 .025 .118 .033 .052 
       
Instructional Focus       
   Pearson Correlation .456 .654 .459 .363 .432 .515 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .136 .021 .133 .246 .160 .087 
       
Personalization        
   Pearson Correlation .456 .654 .459 .363 .432 .515 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .136 .021 .133 .246 .160 .087 
       
Total Score       
   Pearson Correlation .497 .763 .536 .395 .510 .526 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .100 .004 .072 .204 .090 .079 
Note.  n=12, ACT = composite score, SAT = mean score, FCAT = mean score by grade level (9th and 10th), 
and items in bold signifies correlation was significant at p≤.05 
 
be significant.  Each of the five elements and the schools’ total score were significantly, 
positively related to the attendance percentages above 21 days.  The correlation 
coefficients for this attendance data ranged from .942 - .766, accounting for 89% - 59% 
of the relationship between the two variables.  Drop-out rate and incidents of school 
violence had two significant relationships and were generally positively related to the five 
elements.  With one statistically significant relationship, graduation rate had a negative 
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correlation with each of the five elements.  The relationship between each element and 
suspensions in and out of school were more mixed with 6 out of 10 (60%) determined to 
be negative.  
 
Table 12   
Performance Data Correlations by Element and Total Score (Cohort III) 
 
Element Absent% Drop% Grad% Crime In% Out% 
Accountability        
   Pearson Correlation .914 .674 -.704 .637 .223 -.167 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .097 .077 .124 .631 .721 
       
Autonomy        
   Pearson Correlation .850 .483 -.487 .781 -.018 -.199 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .015 .273 .267 .038 .970 .669 
       
Identity       
   Pearson Correlation .844 .474 -.606 .316 .613 -.104 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .017 .282 .149 .489 .144 .824 
       
Instructional Focus       
   Pearson Correlation .766 .249 -.187 .862 -.144 .090 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .044 .590 .688 .013 .758 .848 
       
Personalization        
   Pearson Correlation .913 .701 -.782 .468 .481 .109 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .079 .038 .289 .275 .817 
       
Total Score       
   Pearson Correlation .942 .584 -.620 .700 .216 -.057 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .169 .137 .080 .642 .904 
Note.  n=7, Absent = Absenteeism >21 days, Drop = Drop-Out, Grad = Graduation Rate, Crime = Incidents 
of Crime and Violence, In = In-School Suspension, Out = Out-of-School Suspension, and items in bold 
signifies correlation was significant at p≤.05 
 
The achievement data for Cohort III in Table 13 yielded 28% significant 
relationships.  Each of the coefficients calculated was determined to be negative.  Thus, 
the statistically significant relationships were negative and represented four of the five 
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elements and 50% of the data indicators.  The significant correlations ranged from -.928 
to -.802 and all pertained to FCAT scores for both 9th and 10th grade students.  For that 
reason, 86% - 64% of the variance of the variable of FCAT are accounted for by its 
relationships to the five elements.  Ninth grade math was the only FCAT score not to 
yield a significant result.  The elements of accountability and personalization are 
significantly, negatively related to 75% of the FCAT data displayed in the table.   
 
Table 13   
Achievement Data Correlations by Element and Total Score (Cohort III) 
 
Element ACT SAT FCAT 
9 Read 
FCAT 
10 Read 
FCAT 
9 Math 
FCAT 
10 Math 
Accountability        
   Pearson Correlation -.597 -.586 -.802 -.928 -.677 -.909 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .157 .167 .030 .003 .095 .005 
       
Autonomy        
   Pearson Correlation -.655 -.456 -.659 -.888 -.499 -.831 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .111 .304 .107 .008 .254 .020 
       
Identity       
   Pearson Correlation -.354 -.457 -.667 -.740 -.522 -.729 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .436 .303 .102 .057 .230 .063 
       
Instructional Focus       
   Pearson Correlation -.238 .046 -.251 -.666 -.189 -.674 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .607 .922 .588 .103 .685 .097 
       
Personalization        
   Pearson Correlation -.496 -.440 -.817 -.896 -.648 -.843 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .257 .324 .025 .006 .116 .017 
       
Total Score       
   Pearson Correlation -.558 -.430 -.726 -.927 -.570 -.887 
   Sig. (2-tailed) .193 .335 .065 .003 .181 .008 
Note.  n=7, ACT = composite score, SAT = mean score, FCAT = mean score by grade level (9th and 10th), 
and items in bold signifies correlation was significant at p≤.05 
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Research Question 3 
What are the most common examples of SLC models in use in Florida? 
 
In order to answer Research Question 3, survey item 39 was referenced.  This 
survey item asked that the respondents choose from one of five choices: (a) 9th grade 
transition program only, (b) 9th grade program with 10-12 communities, (c) 9-10 grade 
and 11-12 grade communities, (d) 9-12 communities, and (e) other.  The results of 
analysis of data obtained for this question is presented by cohort group in Table 14.  For 
the schools represented in Cohort II, one-third of the schools had adopted only a ninth 
grade transition program.  Despite fewer years of implementation, Cohort III schools had 
not chosen this model as frequently but preferred a model that involved all students in 
grades 9-12.  When considering all the schools in the sample, 52.6% had adopted either a 
9th grade transition program or a 9-10 and 11-12 SLC model.   
 
Table 14   
Smaller Learning Community Structure by Cohort: Frequencies and Percentages 
 
 Cohort I (N=1) Cohort II (N=12) Cohort III (N=7) Total (N=20) 
Structure n % n % n % n % 
9th grade   4 33.3 1 14.3 5 25.0 
9th plus 10-12 1 100 2 16.7 1 14.3 3 15.0 
9-10 and 11-12   3 25.0 2 28.6 5 25.0 
9-12    2 16.7 2 28.6 4 20.0 
Other    1 8.3 1 14.3 2 10.0 
Note.  N = total number of schools in cohort, n = number of schools using  
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Research Question 4 
What was the school leaders’ reason or rationale for implementing smaller 
learning communities? 
 
In order to address Research Question 4, survey item 41 was studied.  This item 
asked for the reasons why the school chose to adopt a SLC model. The single school in 
Cohort I used the model as a mechanism to “organize curriculum and personalize 
education.”  School A was founded using the Pathways model to ease the transition from 
middle to high school and to provide for a career focus.  It was stated that this philosophy 
was part of the “vision and belief” system of the school.   
The 12 schools in Cohort II had variety of reasons for implementation.  At least 
four of the schools mentioned the fact that pressure from the district office was part of the 
reason for implementing a SLC model.  The benefit of district involvement was an 
increase in training opportunities for teachers both locally and at state and national 
conventions.  Additionally, school leaders cited research that supported this model and its 
benefits to both students and teachers.  Beyond that, schools believed this model would 
help “improve test scores” and, like the Cohort I belief, offer “students a successful 
entrance to high school.”  The personalizing of the educational experience was a frequent 
theme of this group and was a mechanism to “address the needs of the lowest performing 
students.”  Through an increase in feelings of “belongingness and identity for students”, 
it was hoped there would be a “decrease in the drop-out rate and an increase in 
attendance.”  Some schools in this group hoped that SLCs would “provide an attractor 
program to encourage student enrolment” and allow for “career path exploration.”  A 
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final reason offered was the need to address a safety issue that was perceived by parents 
and other community stakeholders.   
The reasons brought forth by those who received the federal grant in 2002 and 
were part of Cohort III were similar to those presented by the two other groups.  The 
initial reason was to personalize education with the intent of “increasing learning levels” 
and to make “learning relevant.”  One school reported that all models had been 
thoroughly investigated before arriving at the conclusion that the SLC model “best fit the 
needs of their school and students.”  Some schools in this group were intrigued by the 
successes other schools were having with the SLC model and were anxious to have 
“students to take ownership of their school.”  There was also the belief that this model 
would improve test scores and “effectively meet the needs of students by enhancing their 
learning experiences.”  The personalizing of the educational experience was mentioned in 
several different ways by “creating a family atmosphere” through decreasing class size 
and “making a very large school feel smaller.”   
 
Research Question 5 
What benefits for students, teachers, and parents accrue from smaller learning 
communities as perceived by the faculty and administration? 
 
Survey respondents were asked to consider the benefits the SLC model provided 
for some of its stakeholders.  Responses focused on the benefits to students (item 42), on 
realized teacher benefits (item 43), and perceived advantages for parents in schools where 
the SLC model is used (item 44).  In some respects, the benefits realized for one group 
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were shared by others.  In other cases, the benefits were specific to just one of the 
stakeholder groups.  The summary statements presented in this chapter represent themes 
that emerged from all respondents to the survey instrument.  
The creation of a “family atmosphere” was a perceived benefit for students 
enrolled in schools using a SLC model.  These feelings ensured that students did not “fall 
through the cracks” and decreased feelings of anonymity.  Those that completed the 
survey felt that students benefited from a more consistent enforcement of policy and 
students were forced to take ownership of school and academic pursuits.  This 
“ownership” also emerged from the reorganization of the school into smaller units where 
it is “easier for students to be noticed” and encouraged the interaction of students with 
similar interests to develop a sense of “belonging”.  The environment that emerged 
offered students a sense of emotional and physical safety.  Lastly, through a focus of the 
curriculum on career interests, a sense of relevancy for student learning was reported to 
have improved.   
Teacher benefits were observed to be the creation of opportunities.  Similar to 
findings regarding students, in a smaller environment teachers were offered the 
opportunity for more leadership positions.  Because of the money that was provided with 
the awarding of the federal grant, teachers were given access to more resources and were 
provided the prospect for staff development.  It was reported that this training was 
provided by district staff and with colleagues who shared a common planning period.  
Frequently, teachers cited the opportunity to “work as a team” as a perceived advantage 
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of the SLC model that offered the occasion to meet the needs of all students and create 
interdisciplinary lessons.   
The majority of respondents were less clear as to the perceived benefits for 
parents with students in schools using the SLC model.  A frequent comment was that 
parents realized the advantages provided the students and teachers.  As students were 
scheduled into smaller units, communication regarding grades and assignments between 
parents and teachers was made easier because of “team atmosphere that existed.”  Parents 
were perceived to appreciate the ability to meet with all of students’ teachers during a 
common period during the school day.  The survey respondents noted that in the SLC 
model “parents were offered a sense of ownership” similar to what their students realized 
as a “smaller school was created from a larger body”.  
 
Summary  
This chapter has presented a summary of the analysis of data gathered pertaining 
to the implementation of smaller learning communities in Florida’s high schools.  
Grantees of the federal SLC grant were chosen as the research population and were asked 
to complete a survey questionnaire that measured the implementation of five key 
elements as presented by Cotton (2001).  Of the identified population, 51% agreed to 
participate in the study and were divided into three groups based on the year each was 
initially awarded the federal grant.  The five elements of accountability, autonomy, 
identity, instructional focus and personalization were identified as being important in the 
success of a SLC.   
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The research questions required that statistical calculations and summary 
statements be used to arrive at conclusions.  The first two research questions required the 
computation of an implementation score to determine the relationship between the score 
and school data.  Statistical procedures allowed for the conclusion that some significant 
relationships existed, especially as it related to elements of student achievement data.   
A further question revealed that no consistent model of organizing a SLC existed 
in the state of Florida at the time of the present study.  The fourth research question used 
qualitative research data to summarize statements regarding school officials’ reasons for 
using this model.  The hope of creating a personalized, relevant learning environment 
emerged as a consistent theme.  The fifth and final research question allowed survey 
respondents to speculate on perceived benefits for students, teachers, and parents.  For all 
groups, the creation of a personalized environment allowed for the loss of anonymity, the 
creation of feelings of collaboration and improved communication between the school 
and the parent.  
A summary and discussion of the findings is presented in Chapter 5.  Discussion 
has been linked to the review of relevant research and literature.  Conclusions and 
recommendations are also offered and presented. 
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CHAPTER 5    
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Problem Statement 
In an attempt to positively impact student achievement and to return a sense of 
personalization to large high schools, educational leaders have investigated the possibility 
of creating smaller learning communities (SLCs).  This research study sought to identify 
the level of implementation of schools already using this model with regard to the five 
key elements addressed by Cotton (2001).  The five elements are: (a) accountability, (b) 
autonomy, (c) identity, (d) instructional focus, and (e) personalization.  The problem 
addressed in this investigation was “What is the level of implementation of smaller 
learning communities in Florida’s high schools that were awarded the federal 
implementation grant in 2000, 2001, and 2002?” 
 
Population and Sample 
The population of this study consisted of faculty, administrators and students of 
39 high schools in Florida that received a grant from the United States Department of 
Education at the time of the present study.  The purpose of this federal grant was to 
establish SLCs.  Schools in the population attempted implementation of these learning 
communities for at least one complete school year as of January, 2005.  Initially, these 
schools were divided into three cohorts based on the fiscal year the grant was awarded.  
Three Florida high schools in Cohort I were awarded implementation grants during the 
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2000 fiscal year.  Cohort II consisted of 20 of Florida’s high schools that received awards 
for the 2001 fiscal year.  The last group of schools, Cohort III, was comprised of 16 high 
schools awarded grants during the 2002 fiscal year.  A list of the 39 Florida high schools 
appears as Appendix A.  Educators from each SLC high school served as the population 
from which potential respondents to the survey conducted as part of this research would 
be identified.   
All students enrolled in the Florida high schools during the 2002-03 school year 
operating under a SLC implementation grant served as the population for the correlation 
of the survey to the student data.  After the survey data were extracted from the 
completed surveys returned from each participating school, an implementation score was 
calculated.  This score was based on individual and collective responses to the 
questionnaire.  The individual scores from each of the five elements and the total score 
were compared to selected school and student data.  These publicly accessible data were 
obtained from the Florida Department of Education’s web site.   
 
Instrumentation 
The 45-item instrument developed by the researcher was based on the work of 
Cotton in her 2001 study, New Small Learning Communities: Findings from Recent 
Literature.  Using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 5 = Strongly Agree to 1 = Strongly 
Disagree (with a not applicable option), respondents were requested to indicate the level 
of school compliance by the SLC in the areas of: accountability, autonomy, identity, 
instructional focus and personalization.  These were the five key elements areas identified 
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by Cotton (2001) as vital to the success of a smaller learning community.  In addition, 
survey items addressed the structure of the SLC at the identified schools and solicited 
information regarding the status of the person who completed each survey.  The survey is 
presented as Appendix B.   
The survey items that pertained to the five elements were created from a 
combination of two documents created by the Northwestern Regional Educational 
Laboratory (NWREL).  The first document, Serving Smaller Learning Communities 
(Northwest Regional, 2002), was derived from the work of Cotton.  The other source for 
survey items was the Smaller Learning Communities Site Visits: Instructions for Project 
Director or Site Coordinator Manual (Northwest Regional, 2001).  Table 1 in Chapter 3 
displays the items linked to the SLC five key elements.   
Data Analysis 
The collection and analysis of data were completed by the researcher.  Data were 
entered in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software program 
version 11.5.  This computer software allowed the researcher to obtain the descriptive 
statistics and correlation data necessary to address the research questions.  The schools in 
the population were grouped by (a) the number of years implemented, (b) the specific 
model chosen, and (c) the level of implementation of the five key elements.   
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Summary and Discussion of the Findings 
In the final analysis, 216 educators from 20 high schools in 10 different Florida 
school districts agreed to participate in this research study.  From the information 
gathered from these participants, a profile began to emerge regarding the implementation 
of the smaller learning communities model in this state.  The following summary and 
discussion of the findings has been organized around the five research questions which 
guided the study and were used in the analysis of the data. 
 
Research Question 1 
To what extent have the high schools in Florida that were awarded federal SLC 
grants in 2000, 2001 and 2002 implemented Cotton’s five key elements: (a) 
accountability, (b) autonomy, (c) identity, (d) instructional focus and (e) personalization?  
 
Summary data regarding the implementation scores from the individual schools 
and the overall cohorts that were part of this research study are displayed in Tables 4, 5 
and 6 located in Chapter 4.  These tables relate the cohort average to the extent Cotton’s 
(2001) five elements have been implemented.  Respondents’ answers to each question 
that pertained to the five elements were totaled resulting in a score determined by 
averaging the points earned based on a 5-point Likert scale of 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 
strongly agree (with a not applicable option).  This score was compared to the maximum 
(#) score possible for a given element.  In each case, the difference between the cohort 
groups was relatively minor with only 2.7 points separating the highest from the lowest 
total point value.  The average overall total (129.3) was nearly 74% of the maximum 
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amount possible (175).  Such a total would yield about a C+ average on the current 
Florida grading scale.  Individual implementation school scores ranged from 157.1, 
almost 90% of the highest possible total, to a low of 104.7 or 60% of the highest possible 
total.   
Median cohort scores for each element and the respective cohort totals are 
presented in Table 5 of Chapter 4.  This score represents the sum of the median scores 
from all respondents at a specific school for each survey item that pertained to a given 
element divided by the total number of items.  This score, which took into account any 
missing data, was comparable to the 5-point Likert scale used in this research study.  
Using the established scale, 10 of the 15 cells (67%) had a 4.0 median score which 
equated to “agree” on the Likert scale.  This indicated that most schools agreed that they 
had implemented a majority of the key elements that emerged from the research of 
Cotton (2001).  In fact, the cohort median score for all three groups in the area of 
instructional focus was a 4.0 or “agree” on the Likert scale.  
Using both the implementation and the median scores presents a clear response to 
the question posed.  The extent to which the SLC model has been adopted in the state of 
Florida varies from 90%-60% of its potential as indicated by the research in this study.  
Additionally, the median score calculation offers the notion that respondents tended to 
agree that the five elements were in place in their school setting.   
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Research Question 2 
Is there a relationship between the level of school implementation of Cotton’s five 
key elements with select school indicators (i.e., percentage of students with an absentee 
rate above 21 days, percentages of dropouts and graduates, total incidents of crime and 
violence, percent of students assigned both in-school and out-of-school suspensions, and 
average ACT, SAT, and FCAT scores)?  
 
Once an implementation score was determined, that number was correlated with a 
variety of school data.  These data were obtained for the 2002-03 school year from the 
Florida Schools Indicator Report which is produced by the Florida Department of 
Education (2003).  The data were divided into the categories of performance (percentage 
of students with an absentee rate above 21 days, percentages of dropouts and graduates, 
total incidents of crime and violence, percent of students assigned both in-school and out-
of-school suspensions) and achievement (average ACT, SAT, and FCAT scores).  
Specific data were presented in Tables 8 and 9 located in Chapter 4.  The correlation of 
these two categories of data with the implementation scores was accomplished using the 
Pearson Product moment technique.   
The data from the Cohort II schools offered trends in relation to the two data 
categories of performance and achievement.  In the area of performance, the elements of 
accountability, identity, instructional focus and personalization and the total score were 
correlated with four of the six data indicators as positive relationships.  For this group, 
graduation rate, incidents of school violence and in- and out-of-school suspensions 
appeared to increase or decrease with similar fluctuations in the level of element 
implementation.  Conversely, attendance and dropout rate were negatively correlated 
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with each of the five elements.  This indicated that increases in element implementation 
were associated with decreases in high levels of absenteeism and the number of school 
drop-outs.   
The achievement data for Cohort II, depicted in Table 11, produced eight 
statistically significant relationships for the schools represented in this study.  Increases 
in the implementation of factors that led to a greater sense of identity are related to 
increases in scores in the SAT and on both the reading and mathematics sections of the 
9th grade FCAT.  In fact, SAT scores were positively, statistically related to four of the 
five elements.   
Cohort III schools yielded slightly different results as noted in Tables 12 and 13 
of Chapter 4.  Table 12 revealed the correlation coefficient when comparing each of the 
element scores to the performance data.  Unlike Cohort II, the data for this group 
indicated that absenteeism >21 days has a positive, statistically significant relationship to 
all 5 elements.  This indicated that increases and decreases in the level of implementation 
of the key elements impacted absenteeism in a like manner.  This same general trend was 
true for the drop-out rate and incidents of school violence.  Conversely, graduation rate 
was negatively related to implementation of the five key elements and the total score.  As 
implementation levels increased there was an associated decrease in the graduation rate.  
Of the schools involved in this study, in- and out-of-school suspension rates had a 
generally mixed relationship to implementation of the five key elements.   
The achievement data for Cohort III were much more consistent among those 
schools surveyed.  Correlations between these indicators and implementation of the five 
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key elements yielded negative relationships in every instance (Table 13).  As the level of 
implementation increased, the achievement data decreased–significantly in 28% of the 
cases.  All of the statistically significant results were associated with 9th and 10th grade 
FCAT scores.   
Overall, a relationship was determined to exist between implementation levels of 
Cotton’s five key elements and selected school indicators.  The correlation coefficient 
allowed the researcher to estimate the amount of variance that was caused by its 
relationship to another variable.  Statistically significant or large correlations were 
determined to exist in 28 of the 144 (19.4%) completed calculations in this study.   
 
Research Question 3 
What are the most common examples of SLC models in use in Florida? 
 
In order to respond to Research Question 3, respondents were asked to select the 
current SLC model in place at their school (item 39).  Of the 20 responding schools, 
42.1% had adopted a plan that separated students in the ninth grade from the rest of the 
school.  This was accomplished through either a 9th grade transition program only or a 
separate 9th grade SLC with 10th-12th graders operating as a separate entity.  In addition, 
63.2% of the schools that served as the sample for this study used an SLC organizational 
structure that included students in grades 9-12. 
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Research Question 4 
What was the school leaders’ reason or rationale for implementing smaller learning 
communities? 
 
Based on respondents’ answers to survey item 41, the improvement of student 
achievement appeared to be a major factor in the rational for the implementation of 
SLCs.  Additional reasons were related to this same overall concern for student 
achievement. 
Not unlike other educational reform efforts, the introduction of smaller learning 
communities in some of the studied schools was a district directive.  In speaking with 
several district coordinators of the SLC initiative in the schools studied, 
acknowledgement was made that total school buy-in was not achieved in every instance.  
However, subsequent conversations with school-based administrators revealed that initial 
reluctance was being replaced with a belief and support in this reform effort.  Based on 
survey results, there appeared to be less of a district mandate mentioned for those schools 
in Cohort III as compared to those schools in Cohort II.  In Cohort III schools, reasons 
centered on the need to make learning relevant as well as to increase student 
achievement.  
In support of the research by Burke (2004), Leonard, et al. (2001) and other 
researchers, a consistent rationale addressed was the need to return a sense of 
personalization.  A number of respondents in this study acknowledged that their school 
size was a prohibitive factor in establishing a sense of community.  School officials, 
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therefore, were turning to SLCs as a method to help manage growth and return a sense of 
security to their population.   
In regard to the important issue of raising student achievement, several reasons 
were cited by respondents as the need to employ SLCs.  The need to increase test scores 
and reverse negative achievement trends were frequent themes.  These were also reasons 
cited by Ark (2002) and Wallach (2002) in their experiences with schools that were 
supported by the Gates Foundation.   
Benefits to the teachers and other professional staff were also offered as reasons 
for the introduction of this reform model.  One theme was the increased training 
opportunities provided to the staff.  These staff development experiences encouraged 
increased relevancy and rigor in the curriculum.  This concept was also support by Moles 
(2003) in his work for the federal government when studying high school reform models.   
In speaking with school officials, it was mentioned that the original purpose for 
the development of SLCs was a need to reverse a negative trend of low test scores, a drop 
in graduation rate or an increase in absenteeism.  Once the problem appeared “corrected,” 
the emphasis on the model dissipated.  When the problem “reemerged” a renewed focus 
was once again given to perfecting the SLC model.   
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Research Question 5 
What benefits for students, teachers, and parents accrue from smaller learning 
communities as perceived by the faculty and administration? 
 
The benefits that accrued to students, teachers and parents from SLCs mirrored 
those identified by numerous researchers.  Previous research by Hampel (2002), Klonsky 
and Klonsky (1999) and Viadeor (2004) concluded that the sense of community created 
in this smaller environment translated into success in achievement, student completion 
and teacher satisfaction.  These same benefits were addressed by respondents in this 
survey research. 
In essence, the creation of a sense of community at the school that added a 
“family-like atmosphere” was a benefit to a variety of stakeholders.  Those that 
completed the survey felt that students were less likely to “fall through the cracks” in this 
model, and that it was easier for the students to be noticed.  The introduction of a career-
focused curriculum was perceived as a benefit to students.  This relevancy afforded 
students the opportunity to interact with other students of similar interests.  George and 
McEwen (1999) discovered similar attributes in their work with schools that had adopted 
SLCs.  
Teachers also reported perceived benefits while working as part of a team.  
Feelings of collaboration created through a common planning schedule, the creation of 
interdisciplinary units, smaller class size and opportunities for professional development 
were expressed as benefits of SLCs.  The influx of federal money opened the door to 
additional resources and research to support this reform model.  As these large schools 
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were reduced to smaller communities, teachers perceived stronger attachments to more 
students and saw an increase in opportunities for leadership.  Many of these same 
sentiments were brought forth in the work of Wasley and Lear (2001) who concluded that 
these same benefits extended to parents of students in SLCs.  
Parents, it was perceived, enjoyed the personalization that was added to the 
learning process as a result of smaller learning communities.  The ability to meet with a 
smaller group of teachers who shared a common curriculum and time for collaboration 
during the school day gave parents a feeling of “ownership.”  It was believed that because 
teachers in SLCs were able to share a common group of students, issues that related to 
student needs could be more easily shared with other colleagues.  Strengthened parental 
support was believed to contribute to feelings of empowerment and ultimately result in 
increased student academic achievement. 
 
Conclusions 
This research study sought to investigate the level of implementation of smaller 
learning communities in Florida’s high schools.  Those Florida high schools that were 
awarded a SLC grant in 2000, 2001 and 2002 from the federal government served as the 
population for the study.  The 39 schools that were part of this population were asked to 
participate in a survey that measured the existence of five elements proven to be critical 
of the success of SLCs.  These five elements were identified by Cotton (2001): 
accountability, autonomy, identity, instructional focus, and personalization.  When 
appropriate, schools were compared based on the fiscal year of the grant award.  Based 
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on the results of analysis of data returned from 20 schools in this population, and findings 
from recent literature, the following conclusions are offered:  
It was concluded that the average calculated implementation score for each of the 
three cohort groups indicated little difference in the level of implementation.  In other 
words, elapsed time did not appear to influence the level of implementation. However, 
there was a substantial difference (52.4 points) between the lowest and highest total 
school scores (Schools J and B).  What emerged was the fact that some schools, despite 
the years spent implementing SLCs, were further along in this initiative than others.  
Respondents’ comments indicated that commitment of the school administration was 
influential in this regard.  In fact, most of the schools with implementation scores above 
140 had the same principal at the school for more than 5 years.  
The elements of personalization and autonomy appeared to be vital to the success 
of SLCs.  This was abundantly clear in comments addressed by participants when asked 
what perceived benefits exist for students, teachers and parents operating in SLC schools.  
The most common responses stressed the development of a family atmosphere where 
students and teachers replaced anonymity with identity.   
The correlation of the element scores with school data seemed to underscore some 
differences among the cohort groups.  Those schools in Cohort II had correlation 
coefficients that seemed to indicate that changes in implementation accounted for a 
complimentary variance in school data.  For instance, an increase in characteristics 
associated with instructional focus was largely related to the decreases in absenteeism.  
Additionally, an improvement in SAT scores appears related to increases in four of the 
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five SLC elements.  This was also supported in the literature of researchers like Burke 
(2004) who discovered increases in student achievement in schools that used the SLCs.  
However, the coefficient of correlation data of Cohort III schools was less clear.  It was 
not uncommon for Cohort III schools to exhibit increases in the SLC elements and to 
decline on school performance factors.  For instance, decreases in FCAT scores were 
related to corresponding increases in elements such as accountability, autonomy, and 
personalization. 
Teachers using the SLC model were generally supportive of the model.  The 
average median score was in agreement with the vision and beliefs of smaller learning 
environments.  Both written and oral comments suggested varying degrees of frustration 
with some of the structural and bureaucratic limitations that kept SLCs from being 
properly implemented.  The themes of belonging and opportunities, however, were 
consistent in respondents’ speculations as to the perceived benefits of this model.  
No single SLC model was dominant in its use among the cohorts.  About half of 
the schools had divided out the 9th grade into a separate SLC and had organized the 
remaining three grade levels as another group.  A nearly equal group created 
communities that consisted of a SLC of 9th and 10th graders with a separate 11th and 12th 
grade group or simply created a certain number of SLCs for those students at each grade 
level.  In general, however, Cohort II schools seemed to favor a 9th grade program only 
while Cohort III schools were more equally divided in their responses to the four 
configurations.   
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In some instances, the calculated implementation score can be a deceiving 
measure.  The calculated scores for schools J (104.7) and R (104.8) are essentially the 
same.  Site visits to the two schools, however, during the 2003-04 school year related a 
much more drastic difference.  School J had an operational ninth grade program that 
occupied a separate part of the campus.  Teachers were assigned to this program full time 
and ninth grade students at that school had their own lunch period.  Conversely, School R 
had experienced several principal changes during the 2002-03 and 2003-04 school years.  
As a result, no real SLCs existed and a group of teachers had just recently met with an 
administrator to create a timeline for implementation during the 2005-06 school year.  
 
Implications and Recommendations  
The results of this study indicated that SLCs in Florida were being implemented 
in a variety of schools and districts throughout the state at varying levels.  This research 
did support the notion that implementation of five key SLC elements accounts for some 
of the variance in school performance indicators.  A variety of those involved in the 
education profession were able to perceive benefits of SLCs for teachers, students, and 
parents.  Many of the perceived benefits were related to the five key elements under 
investigation.  Further, no SLC model had emerged as preferred among the schools.  
Rather, a varied pattern was in use.  Most common, however, was some special attention 
to 9th graders.   
Respondents, when asked, did have suggestions for improving the SLC program 
at their school.  The need to ensure buy-in from teachers was seen as an important first 
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step.  Also identified was the need to commit to improving structures vital to SLC 
success such as common planning periods, and scheduling students with SLC teachers for 
all classes.  Additionally, ensuring equality of SLC class size, student opportunities and 
availability of advanced classes was viewed as important.  The reduction of school and 
district-based administrative interference was necessary to allow for the autonomy 
element to expand.  Many respondents expressed concern as to commitment to SLCs 
once grant money was exhausted.  One respondent noted that SLCs mean “additional 
work for the overworked few and frustration with the unmotivated many.”  Educators 
need to be conscious of these sentiments as they move forward with ideas to reform their 
existing school structure.  
It is important for school leaders to maintain an on-going dialogue regarding the 
vision behind the introduction of SLCs.  This process should include school faculty, and 
any other professional staff that are influenced by this reform effort.  As natural attrition 
among employees, parents, and students occurs, the need will arise to revisit the initial 
motivation and goals of this structural change.  
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Based on the collection and analysis of this current study, future research in this 
area can add to the knowledge base about smaller learning communities:  
A continued effort is required to improve clarity in the research instrument to 
ensure that survey questions are clear to the respondent.  In addition, an instrument 
should be considered that could be completed by students, parents and community 
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members to address these same SLC key elements.  Research should be considered to 
determine if additional elements are important in the implementation of smaller learning 
communities.  
An increased number of schools and individuals participating in the study to 
include students and parents as survey participants.  By doing so, conclusions can be 
drawn to determine if those perceived benefits by educators mirror those realized by 
these stakeholders.  
Site visits to selected schools in the sample should be considered.  A qualitative 
dimension would provide additional anecdotal evidence that may serve to support or 
refute claims made in the completion of the survey instrument.  
Further statistical evaluation of the data to determine what specific elements of 
SLCs cause an increase or decrease in student achievement.  This would enable the 
comparison of like schools that are using SLCs with those schools that have not adopted 
this structure.   
Similarly, an investigation of schools that have implemented SLCs without 
federal monetary assistance should be considered.  This may also include schools with 
students in grades 9-12 with populations less than 400 students.  A comparison of small 
schools or those SLC schools that have not received a federal grant to those who have 
may offer further insight into this reform model. 
 To measure the consistency of the five elements over time, a follow-up survey 
may be warranted.  Surveying participants at the schools studied in this research after 
additional school years have been completed, may offer insight as to the stability of 
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Cotton’s five elements and the potential existence of other data.  In this instance, it would 
important to isolate a stable population of respondents at each sampled school.  This may 
also allow for conclusions to be reached regarding the influence that consistency in 
school leadership has on the five elements.  
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APPENDIX A    
FLORIDA HIGH SCHOOLS AWARDED A SLC IMPLEMENTATION GRANT BY 
THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FROM 2000 – 2002.  
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School County Year Cohort  Grant $
A. Crawford Moseley High School Bay 2001 II $520,539
Arnold High School Bay 2001 II $520,539
Bay High School Bay 2001 II $520,539
Rutherford High School Bay 2001 II $520,539
Blanche Ely High School Broward 2001 II $462,077
Boyd Anderson High School Broward 2001 II $499,997
Charles W. Flanagan High School Broward 2000 I $286,554
Coral Springs High School Broward 2000 I $286,554
Hallandale High School Broward 2001 II $499,997
Miramar High School Broward 2001 II $499,693
Western High School Broward 2000 I $286,554
A.P. Randolph Duval 2001 II $500,000
Frank H Peterson Academy Duval 2001 II $500,000
Chamberlain High School Hillsborough 2002 III $495,165
East Bay High School Hillsborough 2002 III $495,165
Leto High School Hillsborough 2002 III $495,165
Wharton High School Hillsborough 2002 III $495,165
Sebastian River High School Indian River 2001 II $498,820
Leesburg High School Lake 2002 III $500,000
Lake Weir High School Marion 2002 III $455,341
Evans High School Orange 2002 III $469,257
Jones High School Orange 2002 III $469,257
Oak Ridge High School Orange 2002 III $469,257
Olympia High School Orange 2002 III $469,257
Timber Creek High School Orange 2002 III $469,257
West Orange High School Orange 2002 III $469,257
Boca Ciega High School Pinellas 2002 III $451,601
Dixie Hollins High School Pinellas 2001 I $499,998
Dunedin High School Pinellas 2002 II $451,601
Gibbs High School Pinellas 2001 II $499,998
Lakewood High School Pinellas 2001 II $499,998
Northeast High School Pinellas 2001 II $499,998
Pinellas Park High School Pinellas 2001 II $499,998
Tarpon Springs High School Pinellas 2002 III $451,601
Haines City High School Polk 2002 III $500,000
Booker High School Sarasota 2001 II $345,251
Riverview High School Sarasota 2001 II $345,251
Sarasota High School Sarasota 2001 II $345,251
Venice High School Sarasota 2001 II $345,251
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APPENDIX B    
SMALLER LEARNING COMMUNITIES (SLCs) QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX C    
INFORMED CONSENT AGREEMENT 
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APPENDIX D    
INSTRUCTIONS FOR DISTRIBUTION OF THE SURVEY 
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APPENDIX E    
INSTRUCTIONAL REVIEW BOARD PERMISSION 
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APPENDIX F    
ACCOUNTABILITY ELEMENT SMALLER LEARNING COMMUNITY (SLC) 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS FOR ALL COHORTS 
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16. Student data is analyzed to make decisions regarding the SLC.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 26.7 13.3 20 33.3 6.7
School B 16.7 83.3 
School C 16.7 66.7 16.7 
School D 50. 50. 
School E 42.9 28.6 28.6 
School F 33.3 50 16.7 
School G 40 10 30 10 10
School H 20 40 20 20
School I 12.5 37.5 37.5 12.5
School J 23 23 30.8 7.7 15.4
School K 100  
School L 10 20 60 10 
School M 8.3 16.7 75 
Cohort II 2 6.8 12.8 43.2 29.7 4.7
School N 14.3 14.3 42.9 28.6 
School O 60.0 30.0 10.0
School P 11.1 55.6 33.3 
School Q 40.0 20.0 40.0 
School R 20.0 60.0  20.0
School S 14.3 28.6 42.9  14.3
School T 20.0 40.0 20.0 20.0
Cohort III 3.8 5.7 9.4 50.9 24.5 5.7
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22. Teachers are given the opportunity to know students better and create a more 
personalized learning experience through teacher led advisors.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 6.7 33.3 46.7  6.7
School B 16.7 33.3 50 
School C 16.7 16.7 50 16.7 
School D 12.5 37.5 25 12.5  12.5
School E 28.6 14.3 28.6  28.6
School F 16.7 16.7 33.3 33.3  
School G 10 40 10 30  10
School H 40 20 20 20 
School I 62.5 37.5 
School J 15.4 15.4 30.8 23.1 15.4 
School K 25 37.5 12.5 25
School L 10 20 60 10 
School M 8.3 8.3 58.3 8.3 16.7
Cohort II 4.1 14.9 16.9 41.9 13.5 8.8
School N 28.6 42.9 28.6 
School O 10 20 30 10 30
School P 22.2 55.6 11.1 11.1
School Q 100  
School R 20 80  
School S 28.6 28.6 28.6  14.3
School T 40 20 20 20 
Cohort III 1.9 11.3 13.2 49.1 15.1 9.4
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28. SLC teachers use integrated curricular approaches for instruction. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 13.3 20 46.7 13.3 6.7
School B 8.3 58.3 33.3 
School C 50 33.3 16.7 
School D 12.5 37.5 12.5 37.5 
School E 28.6 42.9 14.3 
School F 50 50  
School G 20 20 40 10 10
School H 20 40 40 
School I 50 37.5 12.5 
School J 23.1 30.8 23.1 15.4 7.7
School K 75 12.5  12.5
School L 20  60 20 
School M 8.3 25 66.7 
Cohort II 2.7 7.4 22.3 43.9 20.9 2.7
School N 14.3 57.1 28.6 
School O 10 20 60 10 
School P 66.7 33.3 
School Q 40 60  
School R 20 80  
School S 42.9 57.1  
School T 20 40 40 
Cohort III 3.8 1.9 15.1 62.3 17 
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36. When asked if their teachers know them well, students report a variety of interactions 
they have had with specific teachers. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 20 60 6.7 6.7
School B 50 33.3 16.7
School C 16.7 66.7  16.7
School D 12.5 75 12.5 
School E 28.6 42.9 14.3 14.3
School F 83.3 16.7 
School G 30 60  10
School H 20 20 20 40 
School I 37.5 37.5 12.5 12.5
School J 15.4 15.4 46.2 7.7 15.4
School K 25 62.5  12.5
School L 20 10 60 10 
School M 66.7 33.3 
Cohort II 5.4 16.2 52. 17.6 8.8
School N 28.6 57.1 14.3 
School O 20 60 10 10
School P 22.2 11.1 66.7 
School Q 40 20 40 
School R 20 20  60
School S 28.6 71.4  
School T 20 20 20 40 
Cohort III 5.7 17 43.4 26.4 7.5
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37. Multiple forms of assessments are used to measure student learning. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 60 33.3 
School B 16.7 25 58.3 
School C 16.7 66.7 16.7 
School D 50 50 
School E 14.3 14.3 57.1 14.3
School F 16.7 66.7 16.7 
School G 10 70 10 10
School H 20 40 40 
School I 12.5 87.5  
School J 15.4 15.4 38.5 30.8 
School K 87.5 12.5 
School L 10 10 60 20 
School M 41.7 58.3 
Cohort II 1.4 6.1 6.8 52.7 29.1 4.1
School N 14.3 71.4 14.3 
School O 60 30 10
School P 22.2 55.6 11.1 11.1
School Q 20 80 
School R 20 40  40
School S 28.6 71.4  
School T 20 40 40 
Cohort III 1.9 5.7 3.8 56.6 24.5 7.5
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APPENDIX G    
AUTONOMY ELEMENT SMALLER LEARNING COMMUNITY (SLC) SURVEY 
QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS FOR ALL COHORTS 
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1. Each SLC occupies a certain portion of the campus.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 13.3 33.3 33.3 20 
School B 8.3 33.3 41.7 16.7
School C 16.7 83.3  
School D 62.5 37.5 
School E 14.3 57.1 28.6 
School F 33.3 50 16.7 
School G 80 10 10  
School H 40 20 20 20 
School I 62.5 37.5 
School J 69.2 30.8  
School K 50 50 
School L 20 20 20 20 20
School M 8.3 58.3 33.3 
Cohort II 11.5 16.9 5.4 39.9 22.3 4.1
School N 14.3 28.6 14.3 42.9  
School O 10 40 30 20
School P 44.4 55.6 
School Q 20 80  
School R 40 60  
School S 42.9 28.6 28.6  
School T 40 20 20 20 
Cohort III 11.3 7.5 5.7 50.9 18.9 5.7
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2. The daily bell schedule may be altered for special circumstance specific to the 
individual SLCs.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 20 26.7 13.3 26.7 13.3 
School B 16.7 16.7 25 25 16.7
School C 33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7 
School D 25 25 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5
School E 28.6 14.3 42.9 14.3 
School F 33.3 33.3 16.7 16.7  
School G 50 50 
School H 40 20 40  
School I 62.5 12.5  25
School J 53.8 7.7 15.4 15.4  7.7
School K 12.5 25 50 12.5
School L 10 20 20 40 10 
School M 16.7 33.3 16.7 33.3
Cohort II 11.5 19.6 10.1 33.1 14.2 11.5
School N 14.3 42.9 42.9  
School O 70 20 10
School P 11.1 22.2 22.2  44.4
School Q 20 60 20 
School R 20 20 60  
School S 28.6 14.3 28.6 14.3  14.3
School T 40 20 40  
Cohort III 11.3 17 7.5 43.4 9.4 11.3
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4. The SLCs have secured buy-in and support from internal and external stakeholders 
including teachers.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 40 33.3 20 
School B 16.7 83.3 
School C 16.7 16.7 66.7  
School D 12.5 75 12.5 
School E 42.9 28.6 28.6 
School F 83.3 16.7 
School G 10 70 20 
School H 20 40 40  
School I 50 37.5  12.5
School J 7.7 38.5 15.4 30.8 7.7 
School K 100  
School L 20 70 10 
School M 50 50 
Cohort II 2.7 9.5 12.8 48 26.4 .7
School N 14.3 14.3 28.6 42.9 
School O 20 50 30 
School P 33.3 66.7 
School Q 20 60 20 
School R 20 20 40 20 
School S 28.6 28.6 28.6 14.3 
School T 20 40 40  
Cohort III 3.8 7.5 18.9 37.7 32.1 
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5. The SLCs have secured buy-in and support from internal and external stakeholders 
including students.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 20 40 26.7 13.3 
School B 8.3 25 66.7 
School C 16.7 33.3 50  
School D 75 25  
School E 42.9 42.9  14.3
School F 33.3 33.3 33.3 
School G 20 30 40 10 
School H 20 40 40  
School I 37.5 50  12.5
School J 15.4 23.1 38.5 15.4  7.7
School K 37.5 62.5  
School L 20 70 10 
School M 50 50 
Cohort II 2 12.2 24.3 42.6 16.9 2.
School N 28.6 57.1 14.3 
School O 40 40 20 
School P 55.6 44.4 
School Q 40 60  
School R 20 20 40 20  
School S 14.3 42.9 42.9  
School T 20 40 40  
Cohort III 1.9 5.7 32.1 45.3 15.1 
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6. The SLCs have secured buy-in and support from internal and external stakeholders 
including staff. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 13.3 26.7 33.3 20 6.7
School B 25 75 
School C 16.7 50 33.3  
School D 37.5 50 12.5 
School E 57.1 28.6 14.3 
School F 50 50  
School G 10 20 60 10 
School H 20 40 40  
School I 25 37.5 25  12.5
School J 23.1 23.1 23.1 15.4  15.4
School K 25 75  
School L 50 40 10 
School M 58.3 41.7 
Cohort II 3.4 8.1 26.4 42.6 17.6 2
School N 28.6 42.9 28.6 
School O 30 50 20 
School P 66.7 33.3 
School Q 40 60  
School R 20 20 40 20  
School S 14.3 42.9 42.9  
School T 20 40 40  
Cohort III 1.9 5.7 28.7 41.5 20.8 1.9
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7. The SLCs have secured buy-in and support from internal and external stakeholders 
including school administration.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 13.3 20 40 20 
School B 100 
School C 83.3 16.7 
School D 12.5 12.5 37.5 37.5 
School E 42.9 57.1  
School F 33.3 66.7 
School G 10 70 20 
School H 20 60 20 
School I 25.0 25.0 37.5 12.5
School J 23.1 23.1 23.1 23.1 7.7 
School K 87.5 12.5 
School L 20 50 30 
School M 25 75 
Cohort II 3.4 4.7 13.5 42.6 35.1 .7
School N 28.6 14.3 57.1 
School O 50 50 
School P 11.1 55.6 33.3 
School Q 20 80  
School R 20 60 20 
School S 57.1 42.9  
School T 20 60 20 
Cohort III 1.9 20.8 37.7 39.6 
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8. The SLCs have secured buy-in and support from internal and external stakeholders 
including district administration. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 13.3 6.7 26.7 40 13.3 
School B 8.3 91.7 
School C 16.7 66.7 16.7 
School D 12.5 12.5 50 25 
School E 57.1 42.9  
School F 50 50 
School G 20 60 20 
School H 20 40 20 20
School I 12.5 37.5 25 12.5 12.5
School J 23.1 15.4 38.5 15.7 7.7
School K 21.5 75.0 12.5 
School L 10 40 40 10 
School M 8.3 41.7 50 
Cohort II .7 4.1 20.3 43.2 27 4.1
School N 14.3 28.6 28.6 14.3 14.3
School O 60 30 10
School P 55.6 44.4 
School Q 40 60  
School R 60 40  
School S 42.9 57.1  
School T 20 40 20 20
Cohort III 1.9 22.6 39.6 26.4 9.4
 
 137
 
25. Staff positions have been created to help manage the SLC model.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 53.3 40 
School B 16.7 83.3 
School C 33.3 50 16.7 
School D 25 50 25 
School E 14.3 14.3 42.9  28.6
School F 66.7 33.3 
School G 10 30 20 30  10
School H 20 40 20 20
School I 37.5 12.5 25 25 
School J 7.7 69.2 15.4 7.7
School K 12.5 37.5 50 
School L 10 30 40 20 
School M 8.3 16.7 25 41.7 8.3
Cohort II 4.1 12.8 10.8 38.5 29.1 4.1
School N 28.6 42.9 14.3 14.3 
School O 10 60 30 
School P 33.3 66.7 
School Q 20 20 40  20
School R 20 20 60  
School S 57.1 14.3 14.3 14.3 
School T 20 20 20 40 
Cohort III 5.7 15.1 9.4 35.8 30.2 3.8
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32. SLCs are organized around a grade level grouping. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 20 13.3 20 20 13.3 13.3
School B 16.7 83.3 
School C 83.3 16.7 
School D 12.5 50 25 
School E 57.1 28.6  14.3
School F 83.3 16.7 
School G 30 50  20
School H 20 40 40 
School I 25 50 12.5  12.5
School J 38.5 7.7 30.8 7.7 15.4
School K 50 50 
School L 20 20 40  20
School M 16.7 25 20 8.3
Cohort II 4.7 9.5 10.8 41.2 25 8.8
School N 14.3 42.9 28.6 14.3
School O 70 30 
School P 43.3 66.7 
School Q 20 20 20 40 
School R 20 20 60  
School S 28.6 28.6 14.3  28.6
School T 20 40 40 
Cohort III 5.7 7.5 5.7 39.6 34.0 7.5
 
 139
 
33. Each SLC has the ability to make decisions regarding its curriculum.   
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 20 20 53.3 6.7 
School B 16.7 8.3 8.3 58.3 8.3
School C 33.3 16.7 50  
School D 12.5 75.0 12.5  
School E 14.3 57.1 28.6  
School F 16.7 66.7 16.7 
School G 20 60  20
School H 20 40 40 
School I 12.5 75 12.5 
School J 7.7 15.4 30.8 38.5  7.7
School K 12.5 25 12.5 25 25
School L 20 60 20 
School M 66.7 33.3 
Cohort II 5.4 9.5 14.2 48 16.2 6.8
School N 14.3 14.3 28.6 28.6 14.3
School O 20 10 10 40 10 10
School P 11.1 22.2 44.4 11.1 11.1
School Q 20 80  
School R 20 60  20
School S 28.6 14.3 57.1  
School T 20 40 40 
Cohort III 9.4 11.3 13.2 50.9 7.5 7.5
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34. Each SLC has the ability to make decisions regarding its budget.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 40 40 13.3  6.7
School B 33.3 50 16.7
School C 33.3 50 16.7  
School D 25 25 25 25 
School E 14.3 42.9 28.6  14.3
School F 16.7 16.7 33.3 33.3  
School G 40 20 20  20
School H 20 60 20  
School I 62.5 25 12.5 
School J 30.8 23.1 30.8  15.4
School K 12.5 37.5 25  25
School L 30 20 30 20 
School M 8.3 33.3 41.7 8.3 8.3
Cohort II 9.5 19.6 28.4 22.3 10.1 10.1
School N 28.6 28.6 28.6 14.3
School O 20 10 20 30 10 10
School P 22.2 11.1 33.3 22.2  11.1
School Q 20 20 60  
School R 20 20 40  20
School S 57.1 14.3 14.3  14.3
School T 20 60 20  
Cohort III 11.3 20.8 22.6 30.2 5.7 9.4
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3. Each SLC has at least one unique characteristic which set it apart from the other SLCs. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 46.7 46.7 
School B 16.7 75.0 8.3
School C 66.7 33.3 
School D 12.5 50 37.5 
School E 14.3 57.1 28.6 
School F 83.3 16.7 
School G 20 50 30 
School H 20 20 40 20
School I 12.5 87.5 
School J 15.4 15.4 38.5 23.1 7.7
School K 62.5 37.5 
School L 10 10 50 30 
School M 41.7 58.3 
Cohort II 2.7 3.4 6.1 41.2 40.5 5.4
School N 14.3 42.9 42.9 
School O 20 50 20 10
School P 22.2 55.6 22.2 
School Q 20 20 60 
School R 20 20  60
School S 42.9 57.1 
School T 20 20 40 20
Cohort III 3.8 3.8 11.3 37.7 35.8 7.5
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29. Student progress is supported through teacher collaboration.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 20 60 13.3 6.7
School B 8.3 33.3 50 8.3
School C 100  
School D 12.5 25 12.5 25 25 
School E 28.6 28.6 28.6 14.3
School F 16.7 66.6 16.7 
School G 30 10 50  10
School H 20 60 20 
School I 12.5 75 12.5 
School J 7.7 7.7 23.1 46.2 15.4 
School K 75 25 
School L 10 20 50 20 
School M 50 50 
Cohort II 2.7 7.4 10.8 53.4 23 2.7
School N 28.6 42.9 28.6 
School O 10 10 70 10 
School P 33.3 66.7 
School Q 40 40 20 
School R 20 80  
School S 14.3 14.3 57.1  14.3
School T 20 60 20 
Cohort III 3.8 5.7 11.3 52.8 24.5 1.9
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30. SLCs are organized around a curricular area.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 6.7 13.3 33.3 33.3 6.7
School B 41.7 58.3 
School C 50 50  
School D 25 12.5 12.5 37.5 12.5 
School E 14.3 28.6 28.6  28.6
School F 16.7 66.7 16.7 
School G 100 
School H 20 60 20 
School I 62.5 37.5 
School J 15.4 23.1 46.2 15.4 
School K 12.5 12.5 37.5 12.5 25
School L 10 30 20 20 20
School M 50 50 
Cohort II 3.4 5.4 12.2 50 20.3 8.8
School N 14.3 57.1 28.6 
School O 10 10 40 10 30
School P 11.1 44.4 22.2
School Q 40 60  
School R 20 60  20
School S 14.3 57.1 14.3 14.3
School T 20 60 20 
Cohort III 3.8 7.5 7.5 49.1 15.1 17
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31. SLCs are organized around an instructional approach. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 20 6.7 13.3 40 13.3 6.7
School B 25 25 41.7 8.3
School C 16.7 16.7 66.7  
School D 37.5 12.5 12.5 25  12.5
School E 14.3 14.3 42.9  28.6
School F 16.7 16.7 66.7  
School G 10 40 10 20  20
School H 20 20 20 20 20
School I 25 50 12.5  12.5
School J 38.5 23.1 7.7 7.7 23.1
School K 12.5 12.5 25  50
School L 10 50 20  20
School M 16.7 16.7 50 16.7 
Cohort II 6.8 15.5 25.7 52.7 8.1 17.6
School N 28.6 28.6 14.3 28.6
School O 10 20 20 10 40
School P 22.2 55.6 22.2
School Q 60 20 20 
School R 20 20 40  20
School S 28.6 14.3 28.6 14.3  14.3
School T 20 20 20 20 20
Cohort III 7.5 7.5 22.6 32.1 9.4 20.8
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11. Professional development for SLC teachers is ongoing.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 13.3 26.7 53.3 
School B 8.3 8.3 88.3 
School C 16.7 16.7 50 16.7 
School D 12.5 75 12.5 
School E 14.3 71.4 14.3 
School F 83.3 16.7 
School G 20 40 10 
School H 20 80  
School I 12.5 75 12.5 
School J 7.7 7.7 53.8 30.8 
School K 37.5 25 37.5 
School L 10 50 40 
School M 8.3 50 41.7 
Cohort II 2.0 4.7 8.8 53.4 30.4 .7
School N 14.3 14.3 28.6 42.9 
School O 50.0 50.0 
School P 88.9 11.1 
School Q 40.0 60.0 
School R 20.0 60.0 20.0 
School S 28.6 57.1 14.3 
School T 20.0 60.0  20.0
Cohort III 1.9 5.7 5.7 49.1 35.8 1.9
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12. Each SLC has courses designated as honors courses.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 13.3 33.3 46.7 
School B 8.3 25 66.7 
School C 100  
School D 12.5 25 37.5 25 
School E 14.3 42.9 28.6 14.3
School F 16.7 16.7 501 16.7 
School G 60 20 10 10
School H 20 20 40 20
School I 12.5 62.5 25 
School J 7.7 15.4 38.5 15.4 7.7 15.4
School K 12.5 12.5 12.5 62.5 
School L 30 30 10 30
School M 33.3 16.7 33.3  16.7
Cohort II 6.1 14.9 11.5 35.1 22.3 9.5
School N 14.3 14.3 14.3 57.1 
School O 50.0 40.0 10.0
School P 11.1 22.2 11.1 22.2  33.3
School Q 20.0 60.0 20.0  
School R 20.0 60.0 20.0 
School S 14.3 14.3 14.3 57.1  
School T 20.0 40.0 40.0 
Cohort III 9.4 7.5 11.3 35.8 24.5 11.3
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13. ESE Special Diploma are assigned to each SLC.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 26.7 26.7 40 6.7
School B 16.7 33.3 50  
School C 25 12.5 50 12.5 
School D 57.1 14.3  28.6
School E 16.7 66.7 16.7  
School F 60 40 
School G 20 20 20 40
School H 12.5 25 50 12.5
School I 30.8 15.4 30.8 7.7 7.7 7.7
School J 12.5 12.5 25.0 37.5 12.5
School K 10 40 30  20
School L 8.3 8.3 58.3 25 
School M 25 75 
Cohort II 6.8 7.4 18.9 36.5 20.3 8.8
School N 14.3 28.6 57.1  
School O 10.0 50.0 30.0 10.0
School P 11.1 22.2 11.1 22.2 11.1 22.2
School Q 40.0 40.0  20.0
School R 20.0 40.0  40.0
School S 28.6 71.4  
School T 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0
Cohort III 3.8 9.4 18.9 45.3 9.4 13.2
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15. SLCs create heterogeneous groups of students in core classes. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 86.7 13.3 
School B 16.7 8.3 75.0 
School C 33.3 50.0 16.7 
School D 25.0 50.0 25.0 
School E 14.3 71.4 14.3 
School F 16.7 66.7 16.7 
School G 20.0 70.0  10.0
School H 20.0 40.0 40.0 
School I 12.5 25.0 50.0 12.5
School J 15.4 15.4 15.4 30.8 15.4 7.7
School K 12.5 62.5 25.0 
School L 20 10.0 10.0 60.0  
School M 8.3 25 41.7 25.0 
Cohort II 5.4 8.1 14.2 45.9 23.0 3.4
School N 14.3 57.1 28.6 
School O 10 20 50 20 
School P 11.1 55.6 33.3 
School Q 20 40 20 20
School R 20 60  20
School S 14.3 28.6 42.9  14.3
School T 20 40 40 
Cohort III 7.5 5.7 11.3 50.9 18.9 5.7
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23. Each SLC is engaged in an-going planning process. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 66.7 26.7 
School B 8.3 8.3 75.0 8.3
School C 16.7 33.3 33.3 16.7 
School D 12.5 12.5 25.0 25.0 25.0
School E 14.3 57.1 14.3 14.3
School F 66.7 33.3 
School G 90.0 10.0 
School H 20.0 60.0 20.0 
School I 50.0 50.0 
School J 15.4 7.7 23.1 46.2  7.7
School K 75.0 25.0 
School L 40.0. 60.0 
School M 16.7 50.0 33.3 
Cohort II 2.7 2.7 10.1 50.7 29.7 4.1
School N 14.3 28.6 57.1 
School O 60 30 10
School P 66.7 33.3 
School Q 20 60 20 
School R 20 20 60  
School S 42.9 57.1  
School T 20 60 20 
Cohort III 3.8 13.2 54.7 26.4 1.9
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26. Students take nearly all their core classes within their SLC. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 26.7 33.3 26.7 6.7 6.7
School B 33.3 58.3 8.3
School C 16.7 16.7 50.0 16.7 
School D 25.0 50.0 25.0 
School E 14.3 14.3 42.9 14.3 14.3
33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7 
School G 10.0 70.0 10.0 10.0  
School H 40.0 20.0 40.0 
School I 62.5 37.5 
School J 23.1 15.4 46.2 7.7  7.7
School K 12.5 50.0 37.5 
School L 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0  
School M 50.0 50.0 
Cohort II 4.7 14.2 14.2 38.50 23.0 5.4
School N 14.3 14.3 42.9 14.3 14.3
School O 10 50 20 20
School P 11.1 44.4 44.4 
School Q 40 40 20 
School R 20 60  20
School S 14.3 42.9 28.6 14.3 
School T 20 40 40 
Cohort III 3.8 5.7 18.9 41.5 20.8 9.4
School F 
 
 153
 
27. Instruction occurs to meet the needs of students of various academic abilities. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 13.3 66.7 20 
School B 41.7 58.3 
School C 16.7 83.3  
School D 12.5 75.0 12.5 
School E 14.3 28.6 57.1 
School F 16.7 66.7 16.7 
School G 20.0 70.0 10.0 
School H 20.0 40.0 40.0 
School I 12.5 62.5 25.0 
School J 7.7 15.4 61.5 7.7 7.7
School K 12.5 62.5 25.0 
School L 20.0 70.0 10.0 
School M 25.0 33.3 41.7 
Cohort II 1.4 2.0 12.8 58.1 24.3 1.4
School N 14.3 42.9 42.9 
School O 70 20 10
School P 11.1 66.7 22.2 
School Q 40 40 20 
School R 20 80  
School S 28.6 57.1 14.3 
School T 20 40 40 
Cohort III 3.8 3.8 9.4 56.6 22.6 3.8
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9. Student choice of SLC placement is honored.   
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 60 33.3 
School B 6.7 60 33.3 
School C 8.3 8.3 41.7 25 16.7
School D 16.7 50 33.3 
School E 12.5 12.5 25 37.5 12.5 
School F 57.1  42.9
School G 16.7 50 33.3 
School H 30 30 30 10
School I 20 20 40 20
School J 37.5 62.5 
School K 15.4 15.4 23.1 30.8  15.4
School L 12.5 12.5 37.5 25 12.5
School M 10 60 20 10
Cohort II 8.3 8.3 50. 25.0 
School N 4.1 6.8 19.6 37.2 21.6 10.1
School O 71.4 28.6 
School P 10 40 10 20 20
School Q 44.4 44.4  11.1
School R 20 20 60 
School S 20 40 20  20
School T 14.3 28.6 57.1  
Cohort III 5.7 11.3 20.8 39.6 13.2 9.4
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10. Teacher choice of SLC placement is honored.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 20 20 46.7 6.7
School B 6.7 20 20 46.7 6.7
School C 50.0 41.7 8.3
School D 50.0 50.0  
School E 37.5 25.0 12.5 25.0  
School F 57.1 14.3  28.6
School G 50.0 33.3 16.7 
School H 30.0 30.0 30.0 10.0 
School I 20.0 40.0 20.0 20.0
School J 12.5 62.5 12.5 12.5 
School K 23.1 15.4 38.5 23.1  
School L 37.5 62.5  
School M 10.0 10.0 60.0 20.0 
Cohort II 25.0 25.0 33.3 16.7
School N 5.4 8.8 25.7 39.2 14.9 5.4
School O 14.3 42.9 42.9 
School P 20 50 10 20
School Q 11.1 66.7 11.1 11.1
School R 20 40 40 
School S 20 40 20  20
School T 14.3 85.7  
Cohort III 3.8 9.4 11.3 49.1 17 9.4
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14. SLC leaders work to involve parents in the activities of the SLC.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 20 20 40 13.3 6.7
School B 20 20 40 13.3 6.7
School C 8.3 16.7 75.0 
School D 33.3 66.7  
School E 12.5 12.5 62.5 12.5 
School F 57.1 28.6 14.3 
School G 16.7 16.7 50.0 16.7 
School H 10.0 30.0 40.0 20.0 
School I 20.0 20.0 20.0  40.0
School J 37.5 62.5  
School K 30.8 7.7 23.1 30.8  7.7
School L 37.5 50.0 12.5 
School M 10.0 10.0 70.0 10.0 
Cohort II 25.0 33.3 41.7 
School N 6.1 4.1 23.0 45.3 17.6 4.1
School O 14.3 14.3 14.3 57.1  
School P 30 40 20 10
School Q 11.1 77.8 11.1 
School R 40 20 40 
School S 20 40  40
School T 28.6 71.4  
Cohort III 5.7 1.9 20.8 52.8 13.2 5.7
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18. Teacher are given the opportunity to know students better and create a more 
personalized learning experience through a common planning period.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 26.7 33.3 20 6.7  13.3
School B 16.7 50.0 25.0 8.3
School C 16.7 50.0 33.3 
School D 12.5 25.0 12.5 12.5 37.5 
School E 14.3 42.9 14.3 28.6  
School F 16.7 50.0 16.7 16.7 
School G 30.0 60.0  10.0
School H 20.0 40.0 40.0 
School I 25.0 37.5 12.5  25.0
School J 7.7 23.1 23.1 30.8 15.4 
School K 25.0 75.0  
School L 10.0 60.0 20.0 10.0
School M 25.0 25.0 33.3 16.7
Cohort II 11.5 18.9 8.8 34.5 19.6 6.8
School N 14.3 42.9 42.9 
School O 10 10 10 50  20
School P 33.3 66.7 
School Q 20 60 20 
School R 40 60  
School S 85.7  14.3
School T 20 40 40 
Cohort III 7.5 15.1 5.7 41.5 24.5 5.7
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19. Teacher are given the opportunity to know students better and create a more 
personalized learning experience through interdisciplinary units.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 13.3 13.3 66.7  
School B 8.3 75.0 16.7 
School C 33.3 50.0 163.7  
School D 12.5 25.0 50.0 12.5 
School E 28.6 28.6 28.6  14.3
School F 16.7 16.7 16.7 33.3 16.7 
School G 20.0 10.0 10.0 50.0  10.0
School H 20.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 
School I 25.0 62.5  12.5
School J 7.7 15.4 30.8 30.8 15.4 
School K 12.5 37.5 50.0  
School L 20.0 20.0 50.0 10.0 
School M 25.0 25.0 33.3 16.7
Cohort II 5.4 12.2 16.9 47.3 14.9 3.4
School N 14.3 28.6 57.1 
School O 10 10 80  
School P 11.1 55.6 33.3 
School Q 20 60 20 
School R 20 20 60  
School S 28.6 28.6 28.6  14.3
School T 20 20 40 20 
Cohort III 3.8 9.4 9.4 54.7 20.8 1.9
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20. Teacher are given the opportunity to know students better and create a more 
personalized learning experience through looping. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 26.7 26.7 20  20
School B 25.0 50.0 8.3 16.7
School C 16.7 33.3 33.3 16.7 
School D 12.5 12.5 12.5 37.5 12.5 12.5
School E 42.9 14.3 14.3 28.6 
School F 33.3 16.7  50.0
School G 30.0 30.0 10.0 10.0  20.0
School H 20.0 40.0 20.0  20.0
School I 50.0 25.0  25.0
School J 300.8 30.8 15.4 15.5 7.7 
School K 12.5 37.5  50.0
School L 10.0 10.0 70.0  10.0
School M 8.3 33.3 25.0 8.3 25.0
Cohort II 9.5 16.2 20.9 27.7 4.1 21.6
School N 42.9 14.3 28.6  14.3
School O 10 10 40 10 30
School P 11.1 22.2 33.3  33.3
School Q 20 60  20
School R 40 20  40
School S 28.6 42.9 14.3  14.3
School T 20 40 20  20
Cohort III 5.7 11.3 18.9 34.0 5.7 24.5
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21. Teacher are given the opportunity to know students better and create a more 
personalized learning experience through teaming. 
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 6.7 6.7 20 53.3 13.3 
School B 8.3 16.7 75.0 
School C 16.7 33.3 16.7 33.3 
School D 12.5 12.5 25.0 37.5 12.5 
School E 42.9 14.3 14.3  28.6
School F 16.7 83.3  
School G 20.0 40.0 10.0 20.0  10.0
School H 20.0 20.0 60.0  
School I 25.0 75.0  
School J 15.4 23.1 38.5 7.7 7.7 7.7
School K 87.5  12.5
School L 10.0 20.0 50.0 20.0 
School M 8.3 8.3 25.0 50.0 8.3
Cohort II 6.1 12.2 13.5 41.2 19.6 7.4
School N 42.9 57.1 
School O 10 10 10 40 10 20
School P 55.6 33.3 11.1
School Q 80  20
School R 40 60  
School S 28.6 14.3 42.9  14.3
School T 20 20 40 20 
Cohort III 5.7 5.7 5.7 52.8 20.8 9.4
 
 162
 
35. Each SLC has the ability to make decisions regarding its instruction.  
School  SD% D% NA/D% A% SA% N/A%
School A 33.3 60 6.7 
School B 8.3 25 58.3 8.3
School C 16.7 16.7 50 16.7 
School D 25 75  
School E 14.3 57.1 28.6  
School F 66.7 33.3 
School G 20 10 60  10
School H 20 60 20 
School I 12.5 87.5  
School J 7.7 38.5 46.2  7.7
School K 12.5 50 25 12.5
School L 20 60 20 
School M 8.3 50 41.7 
Cohort II 3.4 5.4 16.2 56.1 15.5 3.4
School N 28.6 42.9 28.6 
School O 20 10 60 10 
School P 11.1 88.9  
School Q 20 80  
School R 20 20 40  20
School S 28.6 14.3 57.1  
School T 20 60 20 
Cohort III 5.7 7.5 13.2 64.2 7.5 1.9
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Accountability Key Element Descriptive Statistics - 5 question average  
School  Mean Median SD
Cohort I 3.7 3.9 .924
School B 4.4 4.5 .620
School C 3.8 3.9 .801
School D 3.7 3.6 .850
School E 3.7 4.0 .947
School F 3.6 3.7 .772
School G 3.4 3.4 .860
School H 3.6 3.8 1.525
School I 4.0 3.9 .696
School J 3.4 3.4 1.081
School K 3.8 3.8 .395
School L 3.8 4.0 .904
School M 4.4 4.6 .623
Cohort II 3.8 4.0 .931
School N 3.8 4.0 1.134
School O 3.9 3.9 .730
School P 4.1 4.2 .718
School Q 4.1 4.2 .599
School R 3.2 3.8 1.466
School S 3.4 3.7 .742
School T 3.6 3.8 1.525
Cohort III 3.9 4.0 .906
Note: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 4=Agree, 
5=Strongly Agree, Not Applicable scores were not included in data.  
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Autonomy Key Element Descriptive Statistics - 11 questions  
School  Mean Median SD
Cohort I 3.3 3.5 1.036
School B 4.5 4.9 .622
School C 3.6 3.7 .761
School D 3.5 3.5 1.166
School E 3.5 3.5 .754
School F 3.8 3.8 .797
School G 3.5 3.6 .794
School H 3.3 3.4 1.291
School I 3.3 3.2 .940
School J 2.7 2.6 1.017
School K 4.0 4.1 .585
School L 3.6 3.6 .921
School M 4.2 4.3 .733
Cohort II 3.6 4.0 1.087
School N 3.5 3.5 1.173
School O 4.0 4.0 .766
School P 4.1 4.1 .725
School Q 3.7 4.0 .687
School R 3.0 3.5 1.253
School S 2.9 2.8 .917
School T 3.3 3.4 1.284
Cohort III 3.7 3.9 1.067
Note: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 4=Agree, 
5=Strongly Agree, Not Applicable scores were not included in data.  
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Identity Key Element Descriptive Statistics - 4 questions  
School  Mean Median SD
Cohort I 3.9 4.0 .976
School B 4.5 4.8 .621
School C 3.8 3.9 .475
School D 3.2 3.3 1.343
School E 3.7 3.8 .829
School F 3.6 3.8 .571
School G 3.5 3.5 .695
School H 3.6 3.9 1.463
School I 4.0 4.0 .524
School J 3.3 3.6 1.157
School K 3.9 3.9 .743
School L 3.6 3.6 .891
School M 4.3 4.5 .636
Cohort II 3.8 3.8 .983
School N 3.8 3.8 1.059
School O 3.7 3.7 1.101
School P 4.1 4.3 .786
School Q 3.9 4.0 .793
School R 3.0 3.5 1.594
School S 3.6 3.9 .892
School T 3.6 3.9 1.463
Cohort III 3.8 4.0 1.015
Note: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 4=Agree, 
5=Strongly Agree, Not Applicable scores were not included in data.  
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Instructional Focus Key Element Descriptive Statistics - 7 questions  
School  Mean Median SD
Cohort I 4.0 4.0 .746
School B 4.6 5.0 .634
School C 3.7 3.9 .727
School D 3.8 4.0 1.106
School E 3.9 4.0 .687
School F 3.8 3.8 .723
School G 3.5 3.4 .746
School H 3.7 4.1 1.483
School I 4.1 4.2 .821
School J 3.1 3.4 1.115
School K 4.1 4.1 .921
School L 3.7 3.9 .835
School M 4.0 3.9 .780
Cohort II 3.8 4.0 1.018
School N 3.8 4.3 1.399
School O 4.2 4.2 .640
School P 3.8 3.6 .856
School Q 3.6 3.8 .915
School R 3.3 4.0 1.340
School S 3.5 3.8 .855
School T 3.7 4.0 1.428
Cohort III 3.8 4.0 .999
Note: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 4=Agree, 
5=Strongly Agree, Not Applicable scores were not included in data.  
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Personalization Key Element Descriptive Statistics - 8 questions  
School  Mean Median SD
Cohort I 3.4 3.7 .899
School B 4.3 4.4 .663
School C 3.6 3.7 .827
School D 3.2 3.6 1.306
School E 3.0 2.6 .718
School F 3.3 3.3 .979
School G 2.9 3.1 .968
School H 3.1 3.4 1.364
School I 3.5 3.6 .562
School J 2.9 2.9 1.168
School K 3.7 3.8 .586
School L 3.8 4.0 .800
School M 4.0 4.1 .976
Cohort II 3.5 3.9 1.092
School N 3.9 4.1 .954
School O 3.6 3.6 1.068
School P 4.0 4.0 .583
School Q 4.0 4.1 .736
School R 2.6 3.1 1.401
School S 3.1 3.4 1.070
School T 3.1 3.4 1.395
Cohort III 3.6 4.0 1.021
Note: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 4=Agree, 
5=Strongly Agree, Not Applicable scores were not included in data.  
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